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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Next week Chancery final appeals-will be heard in Court of 
Appeal No. 2. There are atproent only six of these ready to 
be heard, so that if Lord BURY is able during the five 
available days of the atings to afford his assistance in that 
court, the whole list may be cleared. This week Queen’s 
Bench final appeals tig heard in both divisions of the 
Court of Appeal. 





On Fripay, the 21st inst., the courts rise for the Christmas 
Vacation, until the 11th of January, 1895, on which day a oe 
term of sittings of upwards of thirteen weeks commences, w 
should enable the courts to reduce any arrears which may 
remain from the present sittings. Perhaps, however, it is too 
much to expect that the courts will be able always in the future 
to keep abreast of their work. 





Tue apsence of Mr, Justice Ourrry sample days this 
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Ir wit be seen by the Christmas vaeation notice, which will 
be found in another column, that there will be no sitting in 
court duri nang that time. The Lord Chief Justice will be 
Vacation J until the 31st of December, and Mr. Justice 

Romer from that time until the 10th of Jam There will be 
Pr in the Queen’s Bench J ’ Cham on the 27th 

(if necessary) the 28th of December, also on the 2nd and (if 
poor a the 3rd of January. Other arrangements are in 
customary form. 





We rxint elsewhere a rule of the Supreme Court issued 
under section 70 of the Local Government gd 1894, 
section provides thet question 
tepnaler of Ey, oF labilt Ry 65 any parish coune! 

afi , ¥ atrict_coundl or t 
ima parish cow ma 


ral Di : UISCPIC! 
to the Tr etarycn 


ules C 


The 


vt 


A ‘9 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





















Tnx RULEs under the Marehont Shipping A 1894, which we 
print elsewhere, provide that the jurisdiction of the High Court 
under that Act, with the sxception of the jurndioton aot 
sections 25, 30, and 504, sh © assi 6 ‘ 
Divorce mat KinREY-DAWsion-(eale1). The “excepted juris- 
dittion relates to the transmission and transfer of property in 


registered ships, and to the consolidation of claims against 
owners. By section 28, where the property in a registered ship 
or share therein is transmitted, on marriage, death, bankruptcy, 
on otherwise, to a person not qualified to own a British ship, 
the High Court may, if the ship is registered in England or 
Ireland, order a sale on application by oy on behalf of the un- 


qualified person. By section 30 the Hi may, on the 
application of any interested person, prohibit for a ime meat 
T 


; av 6 against the owner of a 
British or foreign ship in respect of the same liability, the owner 
may have the whole matter determined by the High Court, or 
in a British possession by any competent court, the amount for 
which he is liable being distributed among the various claimants. 


The second rule provides that applications under section 30 may 
be bp wim or otherwise, and either ¢z parte or upon 
servic erson, as the court may direct. ° 
tions 195 to 197 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, enable 


seamen on merchant — to leave their ships at any time for 
the purpose of forthwith entering the navy. Wages already 
earned at the time are paid over to the naval authorities—to be 
in due course paid to the seaman—but if the expense of filling 
the seaman’s place exceeds his future wages the master or owner 
of the merchant ship may apply to the High Court for a certifi- 
cate authorizing repayment of the excess. Such applications 
will in future be subject to the six clauses of rule 3. 


———— 
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THE Question raised before Judge Syacce in the Oxford 
County Court in the case of Cottrell v. Great Western Railway 
Co., a report of which we give elsewhere, forms an interestin 
variation on the question recently decided by Coxiins an 
Cave, JJ., in Leg. v. Judge Snagge (42 W. R. 603). In the 
latter case it was held that section 72 of the County Courts 
Act, 1888, “ese a sulicitor’s clerk, although himself a duly 
qualified solicitor, from having right of audience in the county 
court. He is not the “‘solicitor acting generally in the action 
or matter.” In the case of Cottrell v. Great Western Railway Co., 
Mr. Piven, the solicitor who claimed to address the court on 
behalf uf the defendant company, was an assistant solicitor in 
their legal department. From the evidence which he gave in 
support of his claim it appears that Mr. Neson is at the head 
of the department, and in his name all business is carried on ; 
but both he and the solicitors who help him are appointed and 
paid directly by the company. There are circumstances, there- 
fore, which differentiate the case from that of an ordinary 
managing clerk, and it was possible to contend that the 
matter was not concluded by the decision in Reg. v. Judge 
Snagge. But the difference seems not so much to affect 
the application of section 72 of the County Oourts Act as 
to make it easy in a ticular class of cases to avoid the 
disability imposed by the section. It was held in Reg. v. 
Judge Snagge that for a solicitor to have right of audience 
he must be strictly the solicitor acting generally in the action or 
matter, and in the present case Judge Snaccz seems to have 
followed the spirit of the judgment of the Divisional Court in 
holding that it was Mr. Nexson alone who fell within this 
phrase. Whatever were Mr. Piv»qer’s relations to the com- 

y, he did not profess to act on his own account, but on 
half of Mr. Nexson, and it was Mr. Netson who was held 
out to the world as the solicitor for the company. In such a 
case, however, it may be possible, as Judge Sxaccz pointed out, 
for the head of the department to withdraw in favour of the 
member of his staff who has the actual conduct of the business, 











by his managing clerk. 





THE First parish m 
were held in all the rural parishes in England on the 4th inst., 
the business at the meetings in all the parishes having a popu- 
lation of three hundred and upwards being the election of the 
first parish council. The number of parishes in which parish 
councillors had to be elected is difficult to estimate ; there is, 
however, good authority for placing it at least at about 26,000. 
In what appears to be a a majority of these abe. the 
pari moos follow a . indeed, in any 
case where the ii exceeded the number of 
councillors to be elected, it is difficult to see how a poll could 
have been avoided. The voting at the parish meeting was by a 
show of hands, and this is no doubt in accordance with the Act 
and rules. The difficulty of counting the votes given in this 
way for each candidate can, in the case of a large meeting, be 
overcome by dividing the room into rows or parts and appoint- 
ing enumerators to count the votes given by the voters in each 
row or part. This course was adopted at many of the parish 
meetings of last week. But further difficulties remain. It 
would - very difficult to make sure that none but parochial 
electors of the perish were present or voted at the meeting; and 
it would be impossible @ sure each elector in giving 
ltts votes confined HiMseir ¥ hin tue ne AC votung 
ofice only ior any One candidate 4nd not giving a total number 
of voves larger than the number of the councillors to be elected. 
It te dt surprisifg, thererore, that where an election was con- 
tested the candidates should not have been content with the 
doubtful method of election by show of hands, and should have 
required that a poll should be taken. The pity is that there 
bave been so many contested elections. The actual number of 
polls cannot yet be ascertained, but it will probably be not less 
than ten thousand. A poll is, of course, a somewhat expensive 
roceeding ; under the very modest scale which has been issued 
y the Local Government Board for the regulation of the ex- 
penses under the Local Government Act, 1894, in cases where 
— councils meee — prescribed a scale, By seems oi 
conduct a contested election, ppc ing a pe consequent on the 
mee or about ten pounds. ne: xpendi- 
ture upon po cillors may be roughly estimated 
at about £100,000. And a sum of £10 will not be an incon- 
siderable item in the limited amount which the council of a 
small parish will be entitled to expend. 


eetings under the Local Government Act 
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In THE SMALL parishes in which no parish council is to be 
elected the main business at the first parish meetings was the 
election of a chairman of the meeting to hold office for 
the year, or rather until the 15th of a 1896. Apropos of 
the election of a chairman in one small parishes, a 
correspondent calls our attention to a case in which one of the 
overseers of the parish was proposed for the office of chairman 
of the parish meeting. An objection was taken on the ground 
that by section 19 (6) of the Act the chairman of the pari 
meeting and the overseers of the parish are formed into a 


corporate for the purpose of holding land and other purposés, 
ad acted ing that this y corporate imiist conast of 
a chairman other than the overseers, and that one person 
cannot, as it were, form a part of the body corporate in two 
distinct capacities—as chairman and as one of the overseers. 
It appears that the objection was sustained by the gentleman 
who occupied the chair at the first meeting, and the name of the 
overseer was not allowed to be put to the meeting. But there 
seems to have been no ground for this view. The Act does not 
require that the body corporate created by section 19 shall 
consist of any definite wae of individuals, and the fact that 
if the chairman be also an overseer the members of the body 
will be fewer by one than if some other person had been elected 
does not seem to present any fatal objection to the choice of the 
electors falling upon an overseer. Neither is the holding of the 
office of overseer in itself any disqualification for the office of 

i ; in fact no provision as to qualification or dis- 
qualification for the latter office is contained in the Act. The 
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@ course which is not ordinarily open when a solicitor appears ' 
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overseer, if in this case he had been elected chairman, would 
have been elected as a private individual, and would have 
formed a part of the body corporate in a double capacity, but it 
is not apparent upon what principle this can be objected to. 





Our READERS may remember that by section 1 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act of 1890 a new act of bankruptcy was created—viz., 
if execution against a debtor has been levied by seizure of 


his goods, and the goods have been either held by the 
8 oni for ‘crnsietione days. Section 45 bata Bankruptcy 
--1883, provided that: “(1) Where a creditor has issued 
execution against the goods or lands of a debtor 
shall not be entitled to retain the benefit of the execution . . . 
against the trustee in bankruptcy of the debtor, unless he has 
completed the execution before the date of the 
receiving order, and before notice of the presentation of any 
bankruptcy petition by or against the debtor, or of the com- 
mission of any available act of bankruptcy by the debtor. (2) 
For thé purposes of this Act, an execution against goods is 
complete by seizure a sgle.”” The question arose in Court 
of Appeal No, 2 on Wednesday, in Zhe Trustee of Burns v. 
Brown, whether this new act of bankruptcy—the holding of 

the goods by the sheriff for twenty-one days—operates as 

| against_the execution creditor himself, so as to Tefoat his 
execution, and entitle the trustee in bankruptcy of the debtor 

to the proceeds. In Figg v. Moore Brothers (1894, 2 Q. B. 690) 

Mr. Justice Vauenan Wartsus helt That this ie the effect of 
section 45 in conjunction with section 1 of the Act of 1890, and 

. the Court of Appeal have now approved of his decision. It 
leno was contended that the principle of Zr parte Villare (lL. R. 9 
Ch. App. 432) applied. In ¢ coast Was Held under the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, that an act of becngute = 4 committed by 
seizure and sale under a fi. fa. did not render the execution 

| itself inoperative as against the trustee in the wes of 
the debtor. In other words, the title of the execution creditor 

_ was not avoided by notice of an act of bankruptcy resulting 
by, from his own action. It was contended that this principle was 
2 equally applicable to the act of bankruptey which arose from 
Wes the sheriff's holding the goods for twenty-one days under the 
execution. But in /igg v. Moore Brothers Mr. Justice VavaHan 
Wi1.14Ms pointed out that the act of bankruptcy committed by 
seizure and sale ‘is not committed until ‘eunettately after the 
completion of the transaction on which it is founded,” whereas 
in the case of the sheriff holding the goods for twenty-one days 
the act of bankruptcy is necessarily committed before the com- 
pletion of the execution. The Court of Appeal have recog- 
nized the validity of this distinction 































Tue Jupicature Acr, 1894, whereby leave to appeal from an 
interlocutory order is now necessary, has, we understand, 
already been brought into requisition as an argument wh 
security for costs of appeal should not be ordered, and, althoug 
the Court of Appeal = not yet, so far as we are aware, had 
occasion to actually decide the 
interest. to examine the point. The argument seems to have 
rested on the basis of the guasi-sanction to the reasonableness 
of the appeal given by the leave of the judge being aap and 
it was urged that at any rate security should not be so readily 
directed as has hitherto been the case, It is, of course, understood 
that the practice regulating security for costs of appeal and th 
regulating security for costs to be given by the plaintiit before 





dmmencing Dis action dilier in some material respects. lor 
example, ‘ The insolvency of an appellant 18 primd facie a suffi- 
A cien pason jor ordering him to give Bsecurivy Or costes if 
* Toory, 27 W. R. 20, 10 Ch. D. 977), Wherem® the insolvency or 
poverty of a plaintiff is no ground for requiring him to pive 
security Tor costs | Cow: aylor, oF V D. 34 


. , . . 5] LU . . 
his distinction perhaps rests on the principle that the plaintiff 
is regarded as an aggrieved person, to whom, in the first 
instance, indulgence should be shewn and an opportunity for a 
hearing given, while in the case of an appellant his case has 


he | 


uestion, it may be of some. 
















































already been heard and decided, and the pres ion is that it 
has been rightly decided, and he is Bross = ye disfavour as 
a mere litigant dragging his opponent to another tribunal. 


However this may be, the former peostion in regard to appest 
hat the appellant ha eposit & Wi 


Pp statute appears still to 7 
be the rule (Annual Practice, 1895, p. 1049), Tu daposis was x 
conside be merely in the nature of security for costs (Dell 




























v. Barlow, 1831, uss. : » uC,), althoug ere was 
some colour for suggesting that it was intended as a penalty if 
the appeal failed. In bankruptcy app a similar deposit, 
y_by way of ‘security, is sti uptey 

; 5 poancral 


however, 









fewn. i , in considering ial Ci 
Gamstances are shewn, the Court of Appeal would, before the 
Act of 1894, have often gone into the question of the reason- 
ableness of the appeal, and if they thought the appeal unneces- 
or vexatious, would have required security. It is sub- 
mitted that, under the new practice, as altered by the Judicature 
Act, 1894, such a special circumstance should not be taken into 
consideration ; but it is difficult to see why the old practice as to 
want of means should be altered. It is doubtful whether 
leave to appeal denotes more than that the judge who grants 
leave considers that the case before him was a fairly arguable 
one and was properly brought or defended, as the case may be. 
The judge surely does not intend to signify that the appellant 
is likely to succeed, but merely that, by appealing, he is not 
abusing the process of the court. On the other hand, the 
appellant may claim that, although beaten in the court below, 
he must, if allowed to appeal, have had a reasonable cause of 
action or ground of defence, and that he is so far in a better 
position than a plaintiff who may turn out to have had no cause 


of action at all. ye the whole, it is ualbely. however, that the 
additional check of leave to appeal whic Tmpose 
‘pons by Whe Net OF TOOT wil bo allowed to be urged as @ 
réason for 28 With the other Lreviously existing api 
effective check of requiring security for costs; but it wi 


j 
interesting to observe to what srteas the 


as to 


Tecting security will be modi the necessity in ioterlocu- 
tory proceedings Tor Teave to appeal. — 


Ir appears from the decision of the Court of Aapens in Bust 
ger of 2 busin 
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limi ity by g stipu 

effect into the contract, but otherwise he is deemed to pledge 
his personal credit. There seems hitherto to have been no 
authority directly in point, although an observation made by 
Jesszr, M.R., in Sargant v. a (1 Ch. D. 600) somewhat 
favours this view. There the plaintiffs and defendant carried 
on business as colonial and metal brokers in London, and an 
application was made for the appointment of a receiver and 
manager. The Master of the Rolls said it was proved that 
brokers in that class of business could not carry on the business 
at @1l without pledging their personal credit to their bankers, 
and hence he justified the appointment of a person who was } 
largely interested in the business. ‘‘ You cannot,’’ he said, 


“get an indifferent person as receiver to take stich an us 
duty upon Mimwel”" Thi aiows rather Te practical necomty 
an the legal aspect of the case. The business could not be 
carried on unless the person in actual control pledged his credit, 
and hence no one would be appointed who was unwilliag to do 
so. Whether he did it expressly or whether the law did it for 
him was immaterial. But the same principle applies to 















company any more than, if em 





he would inquire into the of the trust estate. he 
knows is that the business is still being carried on, n : 








J , entitled to something more than the credit of an insolvent com- 
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standing that the company has got into difficulties, and that it 
is being carried on with the sanction of the court. He is 


pany, and as the court will not assume responsibility, there is no 
one but the receiver and manager upon whom it can be 


placed. 


BUSINESS IN THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Tue diminution in the volume of the common law business of 
the High Court, which in recent years has been experienced, 
may be accounted for in various ways. But, whether it be 
attributable to depression of trade, to a lack of confidence on 
the part of commercial men in the competency of existing legal 
tribunals to deal adequately with mercantile disputes, to the 
dread of litigation having abortive results, to the desire fora 
more speedy settlement of matters in difference than is obtain- 
able in courts of justice, to the belief, more or less well founded, 
that the costs of litigation are, even now, often out of all pro- 

ion to the sum in dispute, or to the opinion widely enter- 
tained that litigation not unfrequently severs business ties for 
ever by the bitter feeling which it engenders, cannot, with 
confidence, be affirmed. Certainly no one of the causes above 
suggested, and possibly not even all of them combined, will 
sufficiently account for the present state of business in the 
Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court. But, at all events, 
it is an undoubted fact that, while a portion of its common 
law business seems altogether to have disappeared, a large 
residuum is rapidly either being relegated to arbitrators or 
absorbed by the county courts. So far as arbitrators are con- 
cerned, it is difficult, if not impossible, accurately to estimate 
the number of cases disposed of by them, but that it is 
considerable seems certain. Chambers of commerce en- 
comme this method of settling commercial disputes, and, 
in the selection of arbitrators, seem to prefer expert 
laymen to members of the legal profession. That the dis- 
putants themselves are, to a certain extent, gainers by this 
method of procedure, which is sometimes less costly than 
recourse to litigation would be, is certainly true. But, on the 
other _hand, our commercial jurisprudence, and therefore the 
whole commercial community, must sulfer in the end by these 
6 publicly 

ich, until so 
and therefore continue 


o 
to be occasions 6 fd to the county courts, it 


is in that their comuion law work has, of late years, 
{( increased by leaps an ater part of this wor 

no doubt —— Of cases instituted in the county courts. But 
a notable contribution is also received by them from the High 
Court, in the shape of remitted actions and remitted inter- 

leader issues. These, on an average, reach the respectable 

Soom of 2,000 cases a year, and, strangely enough, this figure 
also represents the total average number of actions annually 
tried by the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division in London 
and on circuit. 

For some time past efforts have been made to arrost the decay 
of common law business in the High Court, and to attract 
thereto commercial causes. Much was hoped for from the 
revival of the Guildhall Sittings, but the results of this step are 
certainly disappointing. Quite recently a much more practical 
reform has been instituted ‘by the present Lord Chief Justice in 
the establishment of a Commercial Court, over which he him- 
self will preside, and which will also comprise as members Mr. 
Justice Marnew and Mr. Justice Cottins. Such a tribunal 
would assuredly be thoroughly competent to expound the 
mysteries of commercial law, and would, moreover, possess 
expert and technical knowledge sufficient to unravel and deter- 
mine the most intricate trade disputes. Whether this experi- 
ment will succeed remains to be seen, but that it deserves to do 
80 is certain. 

It, however, by no means exhausts all that can or should be 
done to render the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court a 
more popular tribunal. Without attempting to prescribe a full 
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and sufficient remedy, we would briefly suggest one reform 
which might, it is believed, without serious difficulty, be speedily | 
carried out. Everyone will, we think, be disposed to admit that | 





second only in importance to the impartial administration of 


justice is its speedy administration. Ord. 3, r.6, and order 14 
of the Supreme Court Rules may be regarded as affording a 


satisfactory recognition of this principle. Their main purpose 2 


is to stifle undefended actions for liquidated pecuniary demands 
by giving to the plaintiff immediate judgment for his claim 
against a defendant who disputes it only because he does not find 
it convenient to pay and desires forbearance for an indefinite 
period. It often happens, however, that, in the first instance, 


judgment uider order If is necessarily refused, because the 
defendants —allidavits—couvines the master or judge that 
eee a primar Tatas to Walp Uae 
such circumstances the case is either remitted to the 
county court for trial or else it is disposed of in the High 
Court as part of its ordinary business. Whichever mode 
of procedure is adopted, however, considerable delay and 
expense must obviously be caused. Now the suggestion we 
venture to make is, that jurisdiction should be conferred on one 
or two of the masters of the High Court (to be appointed from 
time to time for the purpose) to try all such cases at judge’s 
chambers, power, however, being reserved to a judge or divi- 
sional court to direct a different mode of trial where circum- 
stances require it. It is evident, however, that, in order to 















carry out this suggestion, the number of masters would have to © 


be slightly increased, and possibly it might be found desirable 
altogether to relieve the existing staff of the irksome and 
responsible duty of. taxing bills of costs, which at present 
absorbs so much of their time, and which, it is believed, might, 
with public advantage, eventually be transferred to a permanent 
board of taxation to which all bills of costs would have to be 
submitted for revision. The details of such a scheme as we 
suggest we leave to others to work out, in the full belief, how- 
ever, that the scheme itself presents no practical difficulty, 
The expense occasioned by the propo increase in the 
number of masters would, in our opinion, be more than 
balanced by the fees derived from the increase of genuine 
litigation which we predict would be one result of the adop- 
tion of our suggestion. 

Having regard to the arduous nature of the duties devolving 
upon the masters of the High Court, which necessitate great 
promptitude on their part in deciding the matters coming before 
them for adjudication, together with the exercise of extreme 
care and patience, we are disposed to regard their present 
remuneration as barely adequate. However, while we do not 
suggest any increase of their salaries as a consequence of the 
suggested reform, we do take this opportunity to emphatically 
protest agginst masterships being regarded as posts from which 
there is to-be no promotion. In our opinion, work well and 
faithfully performed should, in their case, as in that of other 
judicial functionaries, be occasionally rewarded by promotion to 
higher and more lucrative positions. Without affirming that 
the public service suffers by reason of the shelving system 
hitherto applied to county court judges, High Court masters, 
and others, we have no hesitation in denouncing it as wrong in 
principle and evil in practice. 








THE COPYHOLD ACT, 
I, 
Tux Copyhold Act, 1894, effects an important simplification in 


the law of the enfranchisement of copyholds. Hitherto the 
mutter has been regulated by the Copyhold Acts of 1841, 1843, 
1844, 1852, 1858, and 1887. There was also an Act of 1853, 
but this was repealed by the Act of 1858. The Act of 1887 
introduced very extensive changes in the law, but it by no 
means excluded reference to the earlier statutes, many of the 
sections of which are long and involved. Ae lout a consolida- 
tion of the whole — of law has — effected, and the Act of 
I reproduces, with very slight alteration, the existing pe 

em 


1894. 











| visions, arranging them in convenient order and making t 


more intelligible by division into sub-sections. At the same— 
time the drafting has been improved in other respects also, and 


the length of the enactments very considerably reduced. 


The original Copyhold Act—the Act of 1841—provided by its 
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earlier part for a general commutation of manorial rights. The 
commutation was effected by agreement between the lord and 
at least three-fourths of the tenants, and the consideration was 
a rent-charge variable with the price of corn and apportioned 
among the various holdings by a schedule of apportionment. 
The later part of the Act contained a somewhat similar scheme 
for enfranchisement by schedule of apportionment, under which 
any number of tenants, not being less than twelve—a number 
which was reduced to six by the Act of 1843—might enter into 
a voluntary agreement with the lord for the enfranchisement of 
their lands. But these schemes appear to have met with no 
favour, and the Act of 1858 repealed all the provisions of the 
earlier Acts which dealt with them. There still remained the 
provisions for commutation and enfranchisement by agreement 
with individual tenants, the consideration for commutation being 
either a variable rent-charge or a fixed fine on death or aliena- 
tion, and for enfranchisement being a sum of money payable 
forthwith or at a future time. The provision for particular 
commutation appears to have become obsolete, and it finds no 
place in the Act of 1894. The provisions for particular enfran- 
chisement form the basis upon which the present law has been 
built _yp. 

e principal change effected by the Act of 1843 related to 
the consideration for enfranchisement. This was no longer 
bound to be a capital sum, but it might be a rent-charge, or a 
conveyance of other lands parcel of the same manor as the 
land enfranchised, or a conveyance of any right to mines or 
minerals in or under such lands, or any right to waste io lands 
belonging to the manor. The requirement that the lands so 
conveyed should be parcel of the manor, or that the mines 
should be under lands parcel of the manor, was removed by the 
Act of 1844, it being provided instead that the lands or mines 
must be so situated as to be conveniently held with the manor. 
But the principle of compulsory enfranchisement was not intro- 
duced till 1852. The Ist section of the Act of that year pro- 
vided that, at any time after the next admittance which should 
take place after the Ist of July, 1853, in consequence of any 
alienation inter vivos (except by mortgage where the mortgagee 
was not in possession), or devolution upon death, either the 
tenant so admitted, or the lord, might require and compel 
enfranchisement. Where the enfranchisement was effected at 
the instance of the tenant, the consideration was to be a gross 
sum of money; where at the instance of the lord, an annual 
rent-charge, with power for the parties, with the sanction of the 
Copyhold Commissioners—now the Board of Agriculture —to 
agree that the consideration should be either a gross sum of 
money, or @ yearly rent-charge, or a conveyance of lands. 

The effect of the Act of 1852 was to increase considerably 
the number of enfranchisements. From 1841 to 1852 the 
average annual number had been 37; from 1852 to 1858 it was 
191. But the process of enfranchisement was greatly impeded 
by the requirement that it could only take place where there 
had been an admittance after the Ist of July, 1853, and section 
6 of the Act of 1858 was directed to the removal of this hin- 
drance. By that section compulsory enfranchisement was 
allowed in case of admittance before the date specified, provided 
that the tenant paid such fine, or the value of such heriot, as 
would be due upon an admittance after that date. The effect 
was at once apparent in the annual number of enfranchisements, 
which had risen to nearly a thousand by 1870. Subsequently 
the number declined, partly, it was believed, in consequence of 
the additional fees imposed by the Land Commission, with which 
the Copyhold Commission had become united. 

The original design of the promoters of the Copyhold Act of 
1887 was to effect enfranchisement in every case upon the next 
admittance, but the proposal was considered too drastic, and 
the only direct incentive to enfranchisement was the very 
moderate provision of section 1, by which, on any future 
admittance, the steward was to give formal notice to the tenant 
of the lord’s compensation ward s fees. rectly, 
h , the Act favoured enfranchisement by diminishing the 
cost and simplifying the procedure. Until 1887 one very 
important item in the cost had been the compensation for the 




















usual manorial payments are small fixed sums. In cases where 
copyhold lands had been used for building purposes, the 
necessity of buying up the right of escheat was practically 
prohibitive of enfranchisement. In a case mentioned before 
the Lords’ Committee of 1887, the annual payment to the 
lord was £5, but the actual rental of the buildings on the 
property was £6,800, and the right of escheat was valued at 
one-fourth of this. The Act of 1887, accordingly, by section 
4, saved the lord’s right of escheat, and by section 5 directed 
that it should not be taken into consideration in making 
valuations for compensation. The Act also introduced facilities 
for payment of the amount of compensation to the apparent 
lord without investigation of title, and for payment to a lord 
with a limited estate; tke Gompensation might take the form of 
a rent-charge, although ent was effected at 
thé instance 0: 6 tenant; an yable e 
steward for compensation for his loss of fees was reduced. 

The present Act reproduces the provisions of the Act of 
1887, and at the same time consolidates with them so much of 
the earlier Acts as has hitherto remained in force. It is 
divided into nine parts, the first seven of which deal respec- 
tively with (1) compulsory enfranchisement ; (2) voluntary 
enfranchisement ; (3) the effect of enfranchisement; (4) con- 
sideration-money, rent-ch , and expenses; (5) the mode of 
proceeding under the Act; (6) the application of the Act to 
i manors; and (7) the general law of copyholds. Part 

IIL. contains provisions relating to the cg and duties of 
the Board of Agriculture as the authority for the execution of 
the Act; and Part IX. contains definitions and savings, and 
repeals the Copyhold Acts, 1841 to 1887. 


Compulsory enfranchisement.—Section 1 re uces in more 
concise language the provision of section 1 of the Act of 1852, 





admitted tenant who is not a mortgagee in possession. And 
section 3 continues the obligation on the part of a tenant 
admitted before the 30th of June, 1853, to pay the fine that 
would be due on an admittance since that date. As pointed out 
above, this is the condition on which the earlier Acts were 
allowed to apply in cases of admittance before 1853. Sections 5 
to 9 deal with the ascertainment of the compensation, and the 
form in which it isto be paid. Hitherto the ascertainment of 
the compensation has depended — various sections, some of 
them long and unwieldy. The substance of these is now pre- 
sented in a much briefer and more convenient form. In the 
first instance it is for the lord and tenant to settle how the 
amount of compensation shall be determined, and they may 
either determine the amount by agreement in writing, or agree 
that the Board of Agriculture shall determine it, or appoint a 
valuer or valuers for the purpose. If none of these methods are 
agreed upon, the Board of me a intervene, and the com- 
pensation is determined under their direction on a valuation 
made by valuers appointed by the lord and the tenant, save in 
certain cases where the valuation is made by a valuer appointed 
by the justices. These cases are (1) where the manorial rights 
to be compensated consist only of heriots, rents, and licenves at 
fixed rates to demise or to fell timber, and (2) where the rate- 
able value of the land does not exceed £30. It is provided, as 
in section 8 of the Act of 1858, that when a valuer is appointed 
by justices, a justice who isa lord of the manor shall not take 
part in the appointment. As a correspondent recently poi 
out in these columns (ante, p. 41), there is no oe 
provision for the case where one of the justices is a tenan 
interested in the valuation. . 

Section 6 specifies the circumstances to be considered by the 









valuers in ascertaining the com ion, and it reproduces the 
provision of section 5 of the Act of 1887, that the: not to 
take into account sn 
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lord’s right of escheat, and the sum allowed on this head was 
assessed on the full improved value of the land, although the 
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enabling either lord or tenant to require and cme enfran- ) 
chisement; but the section only applies whero there is an 
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s in 1887. When the compensation for compulsory enfranchise- 
j ment has been ascertained under the provisions of the Act, the 
award of enfranchisement is made in the form provided by the 
Board of Agriculture and is confirmed by them (section 10). 
Section 11 reproduces the provision of section 25 of the Act of 
1852 for cases where enfranchisement may prejudicially affect 
the demesne lands of the lord of the manor. It binds the 
tenant either to be bought out or to take the enfranchisement 
subject to restrictions. And section 13 reproduces the useful 
provision of section 8 of the Act of 1887, enabling the Board of 
Agriculture to extend to the enfranchised land any restrictive 
conditions subject to which the tenant was admitted. 


REVIEWS. 
GAS, WATER, AND ELECTRIC LIGHTING. 


MICHAEL AND WILL ON THE LAW RELATING TO GAs, WATER, AND 
} Execrric Licutinc. Fourtn Epirion. By J. Surress WI11, 
¥ Q.C. Butterworths. 


This book, as is well known, is mainly devoted to the subject of the 
obtaining and working of parliamentary powers with reference to 
/ the supp y of gas, water, and electricity ; and it is a valuable work 
for all local sanitary authorities to possess, and for all professional 
men who have occasion to advise on these particular subjects. 

The law as regards gas and electricity is wholly a creature of 
statute, except as regards certain points of procedure and the protec- 
tion of property, where, of course, the common law of the realm 









comes in. But as regards water, the constant necessity of life, the 
law is chiefly in the Common law, and it is only when we 
ap e subject of the establishment of public water supplies 


and the giving of compulsory powers that recourse must be had to 
Acts of Parliament. It is possible, therefore, with some success 
to construct a book dealing with gas and electricity by way of 
annotating the Acts which regulate the subject-matter, and in this 

t no inconvenience is experienced beyond that inseparable 
from this mode of treatment. But when we come to consider water 
rights, the substantive law existing apart from statutes is so vast 
that it becomes most unadvisable to adopt the same process. This 
will easily be seen when we state that under section 6 of the Water- 
works Clauses Act, 1847, which incorporates the Lands Clauses Con- 
solidation Act, 1845, there occurs a note extending from p. 187 to p. 
219 (32 PP.) which deals not only with the compulsory taking of 
land and waters, &c., but the general liability of a water authority 
for damage, the rights of riparian owners in natural and _artificial 
channels, the ro oo Subterranean ais, the fouling of streams, 
With river conservators, &c. We should strongly suggest that, in 
the case of water, at any rate, all the law not immediately depending 
on the annotated statutes should be gathered into an introductory 
oo leaving only the special matters to be dealt with in the 
notes. 

All the statutes which are material are printed in the volume, 
including such Acts as the Borough Funds Act, 1872, and the 
Conspiracy and Protection of Property Act, 1875, and the series ends 
with the Local Government Act, 1894, and the West Riding Rivers 
Conservancy Act of the same year. A large amount of information 
is given as to the provisions of particular local Acts, which will be 
found extremely useful to undertakers of public works, and a model 
Gas Bill is given at p. 164, the West Riding, &c., Act serving much 
the same purpose as regards water. 

It is a little difficult to ascertain whether the law of water is 
intended to be exhaustively treated, though we imagine it is, at least 
so far as is essential to the main purpose of the book. We should, 
therefore, have expected to find mention of Dudden v. The Guardians 
of Clutton Union (1 H. & N. 627), which isan importan€ case with 

erence é diversion of a spring at its source, and before running 
down a defined channel. We have looked in vain, too, for some 
mention of the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883, Schedule I., which 
enumerates among the subjects for compensation (8) ‘‘ making or 
improving of watercourses, ponds, wells or reservoirs, or of works for 
the application of water-power, or for supply of water for agricultural 


or domestic purposes.” It would be useful also to note that to suppl 
| a town with water is a good charitable purpose within the statute of 
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iltuams, Ambl. 6a). rom the date o e 
preface we should have thought that there would have been ample 
time for including the Local Board of Minehead vy. Luttrell, reported 

| last June (42 W. R. 667; 1894, 2 Ch. 178). 
The index is hardly full enough, for we have looked for ‘‘ Parish 
Council, its powers” and for ‘‘ Settled Land, improvements on,” and 





and 1882, which are both in the text. 








PRINCIPLES OF EQUITY. 


THE PRINCIPLES OF Equity. INTENDED FoR THE USE oF STUDENTS 
AND THE PROFESSION. By EpmunNpD H. T. SNELL, Barrister-at- 
Law. ELEVENTH EDITION. By ARCHIBALD Brown, M.A., 
B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


This is the eighth edition of this students’ text-book which the 
present editor has brought out, and he may, therefore, be excused 
some satisfaction with regard to its acceptance by the profession and 
its circulation among students, but he is, perhaps, hardly justified in 
using the words which conclude the present preface: “If any 
difficulty or obscurity remains, it is a difficulty arising from the 
subject-matter itself, and an obscurity which a little closer attention 
on the student’s part will clear away.”’ Such a sentence is in the 
nature of a challenge to the reviewer, and we can hardly say that our 
investigation of the book bears out the author’s statement. We will 
take only twochapters. In that on ‘“‘ Implied and Resulting Trusts,” 
it is pointed out that the presumption of a resulting trust may be 
rebutted by the presumption of advancement (page 119) ‘‘in favour 
of any person with regard to whom the person advancing the 
money has placed himself in loco parentis—e.g., . . . in Standing 
v. Bowring [84 W. R. 204, 31 Ch. D. 282], a godson.” Now, in 
point of fact, this case was not decided on this ground at all, fdr the 
plaintiff, who made the advance, was not in loco parentis to the de- 
fendant, but on the ground that the gift was intentional and com- 
plete. On page 127 we reach the chapter on “ Constructive Trusts.” 
After a somewhat inadequate definition of the subject-matter, there 
follow instances of constructive trusts, and the first of these is, ‘‘ the 
vendor’s lien on land sold””—which, with all respect, is not a trust at 
all. It is not so treated in authoritative text-books, nor in the cases ; 
and a moment’s consideration of the remedy of the unpaid vendor 
will shew that he is not in the position of what the Scotch call a 
‘‘truster,” but of a mortgagee. Similar remarks apply to the 
vendee’s lien. In the same chapter (p. 132) there occurs the 
following sentence :—‘‘ A constructive trust may also arise where a 
person who is only part owner, acting bond fide, permanently benefits 
an estate by repairs or improvement.” Here, again, is a case where 
a lien (if anything) arises, and not a trust. And we ask, in some 
perplexity, who and what is a ‘‘ part owner” as applied to the owner- 
ship of landed estates? It follows, from what we have said, that the 
explanation of the manner in which equity ‘‘ constructs’’ trusts (pp. 
135, 136), is somewhat misleading. Nevertheless, the book is a good 
introduction to equity, and is additionally useful by having a full 
index. 


—_— 


PRACTICAL STATUTES. 


THE PRACTICAL STATUTES OF THE SESSION, 1894 (57 & 58 VicroRIA) ; 
witH Inrropvuctions, Norges, TABLES oF STATUTES REPEALED 
AND SUBJECTS ALTERED, Lists oF LocAL AND PERSONAL AND 
PRIVATE ACTs, AND A Copious INDEX. Edited by JAMES 
SUTHERLAND CorrTon, Barrister-at-Law. Horace Cox. 


This annual volume presents the practical legislation of the year in 
a compact and convenient form. Some of the statutes, as the Copy- 
hold Act and the Merchant Shipping Act—the latter of which 
occupies more than half of an unusually bulky volume—the editor 
does not appear to have thought suitable for annotation; but else- 
where the reader is assisted by notes and cross references, and the 
effect of the principal statutes is shortly stated in the introductions 
prefixed to them. Considerable care has been taken to point out the 
changes in the law effected by the Prevention of Cruelty to Children 
Act—or more strictly by the earlier Act of the session which was 
repealed and incorporated in the Consolidating Act ; and the editor 
has found occasion to draw attention to several errors of drafting in 
the Wild Birds Protection Act. The volume concludes with a list of 
local and personal Acts. 2 





THE COPYHOLD ACT, 1894. 


Tue CopyHotp Aor, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicor. c. 46), wirH A SHORT 
INTRODUCTION, NoTEs, AND INDEX. By W. A. Prox, Barrister- 
at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


This edition of the Copyhold Act, 1894, is one of the series of 
‘* Annotated Acts ’’ which the publishers are issuing. The notes have 
been very carefully prepared, and they can be relied upon to shew 
with accuracy the sections in the earlier ours Acts from which 
the provisions of the present Act are derived. The slight alterations 
which have been effected are also noticed, and other references given 
which will assist in the application of the Act. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 





have failed to find under such heads any reference to the Acts of 1894 | 


The Statutes of Practical Utility. yer in Alphabetical and — 
‘Chronological Order. With Notes and exes. Being the Fifth ~ 
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Edition of Chitty’s Statutes. By J. M. Lexy, Barrister-at-Law. 
Vol. [V.—‘‘ Education” to ‘‘ .” Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 





Rogers on Blections. Vol. III.—Municipel and other Elections 


With Appendices of Statutes, Rules, and Forms. 


and Petitions. 
By 8. H. Day, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 


Seventeenth Edition. 
Sons (Limited). 

A Complete Guide to the Parish and District Councils Act (Local 
Government Act, 1894. With Rules for Elections and Polls—the 
Official Copy of the Act. By Grorcr FrepErick Emgry, LL.M., 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 





CORRESPONDENCE. 


STAMP ON CONVEYANCE IN CONSIDERATION OF A 
RENT-CHARGE, 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—-In the letter from ‘‘ A Subscriber ’’ in a recent issue, it is sup- 
posed that ‘“‘ the Revenue would ogee before they ventured to im 
a sale duty ” in the case where the whole of a rent-ch is saddled 
on part of the land. It may therefore interest your ers to know 
that, having had such a case a few months ago, I wrote to the Inland 
Revenue Commissioners (referring to their recent circular) inquiring 
whether they would require duty on the rent in such a case, and was 
answered in the affirmative without any qualification. 

I agree with ‘“‘A Subscriber” in thinking that the Incorporated 
Law Society ‘‘ have abandoned a strong position,” and that it is most 
inequitable to charge duty on an apportioned rent. 

I trust that means will be taken to have the question settled by an 
enactment early next session. ANOTHER SUBSCRIBER. 





THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, 1894. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—At a parish meeting held on the 4th inst. for the purpose of 
appointing a chairman for the year, one of the overseers of the parish 
was proposed, but was objected to, on the ground that under section 
19, sub-section 6, of the Act, ‘‘ The chairman and the overseers are to 
form a body corporate,” making a distinction between the two. The 
objection was upheld. Kindly give your opinion as to the correctness 
of the same. An ELECTOR. 

Dee. 7. 


[See observations under the head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Ep. S. J.] 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 


STAMP DUTY ON CONVEYANCES WHERE A RENT-CHARGE 
FORMS PART OF THE CONSIDERATION. 


NOTICE. 


[The following is the circular to which reference has frequently 
been made in our columns :—] 

The Commissioners of Inland Revenue have recently had before 
them papers relating to deeds of Conveyance on Sale where a 
rent-charge forms the consideration, or a part of the considera- 
tion, with special reference to the Stamp duty payable thereon. 
It appears that there is a practice in certain districts for land to 
be sold by a vendor—A.-—subject to a rent-charge, and it fre- 
quently happens that the purchaser -—B.—sells a portion of the 
land to another person—C.—in consideration of a sum of money and 
also of a rent-charge which may or may not be in_.strict proportion to 
the rent-charge payable by B. to A. In such cases, if the transaction 
is carried out by a deed between B. and C., to which A. is not a 
party, and there has not previously been any legal apportionment of 
the rent-charge as between A. and B. over portions at the property, 
A.’s rights are not affected but a new rent-charge is created as 
between B. and C., B. covenanting to pay the original _rent-charge. 

The Commissioners dive reason eve in the case of many 
deeds of this description duty has been paid upon the sum of money 
only, without regard to the rent-charge, on the ground that it is an 
overriding rent-charge, but, in their opinion, Ad-valorem Conveyance 
duty pA tr = = upon tha Spree am pas down, but also 
upon the amount of the rent-charge to B, during a period of 
twenty years. They therefore think it edvisable to draw attention to 
this matter as involving an erroneous practice, and en , as 
they do, a belief that the practice has not been due to any wish to 


ice to be paid are presented to 
them for stamping within months from this date. 


: W. H. Covsms, Secretary, 
Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London, W.C., 17th September, 


Additional Stamp du’ which may be yable vidios: ta 
“ i Slates veaky tke aosae. 
order, 





LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, 1894, SECTION 70. 
RULE OF THE SUPREME CouRT. 

The summary proceeding for submitting any question for decision 
to the High Court of Justice under the seventieth section of the 
Local Government Act, 1894, shall be by special case to be agreed 
upon by the cremaged et eg of ce og: y be settled 
by an arbitrator u y ies or (if necessary 
— by a Judge at bers, or to be settled by cielee as 

bers. 


The special case when settled shall be filed at 
Deps ment, a he Central Office . } 
Chairman of Quarter Sessions, the 
Authority concerned, within 
and shall be put into th 











Signed) HerscueE., C. 


Se JosErn W. Currry, J. 

ie Hersert H. Cozens-Harpy. 
am R. B. Frytay. 

pi Joun HUNTER. 





RULES OF THE SUPREME Couns (MERCHANT SHIPPING), 
I . 


1. General jurisdiction under the Act.) The jurisdiction of the High 
Court under the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 (in these Rules referred 
to as ‘‘ the Act ‘ with the exception of that under sections twenty- 
eight, thirty, and five hundred and four of the Act, shall be assigned 
to the Probate Divorce and Admiralty Division. 

2. Application under 8. 30 of Act.) _Any application under 
section thirty of the Act, 1894, may be made by summons or other- 
wise, and either ex parte or upon service of notice on any person as 
the court may direct, 

3. Application as to exceas of wages paid on seamen volunteering 
into the navy.] (1.) Any application to the High Court under section 
one hundred and ninety-seven of the Act be made to the 
Admiralty Registrar, and shall be in such form, and shall be accom- 
panied by such documents and by such statements, whether on oath 
or otherwise, as the President of the Probate Divorce and Admiralty 
Division directs. 

(2.) The Registrar shall, on ee the application, give written 
notice thereof and of the sum claim e Admiralty, and shall 
proceed to examine the —~ and shall, if necessary, apply to 
the Registrar General ity and Seamen to produce any 
papers in his possession ereto, and may for farther 
evidence. 

(3.) If the Registrar considers that the whole of the claim is just, 
he shall give a certificate ingly, but if he considers that the 
claim or any part thereof is not just, he shall give notice of his 
opinion in writing under his hand to the person ma the applica- 
tion, or his solicitor or agent. 

(4.) If within sixteen days from the giving of the last-mentioned 
notice the person to whom the notice is given does not cause to be 
left at the Aduetly eee notice demanding that the 
application be referred to the Judge, the Registrar shall finally decide 
thivewn, and certify accordingly. 

(5) If the notice is left as aforesaid, the i shall stand 
referred to the Judge in Chambers, and his thereon shall be 
final, and the Registrar shall certify the same accordingly. 

(6.) The Judge and Registrar shall in lye sg these 


cation is : that 
to be repaid under the Act, and shall be certified by the Registrar 





evade payment of the proper duty they will be willing to allow any 


accordingly, 
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4. These Rules may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme Court 
(Merchant Shipping), 1894, 


The 10th of ember 1894, 

(Signed) HERSCHELL, C. 
”» RvussELL OF KILLOWEN, C.J. 
99 EsHEr, M.R. 
‘9 F. H. Jeune, P. 
» A. L. Sairu, LJ. 
He JosErn W. Curry, J. 
F HERBERT H. Cozens-Harpy. 
i R. B. Frnuay. 
Pd JOHN HUNTER. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CuristTmas Vacation, 1894. 
Notice. 

There will be no sitting in Court during the Christmas Vacation. 

During Christmas Vacation :—All applications which may require to be 
immediately or promptly heard, are to be made until Monday, December 
3lst, to the Lord Chief Justice of England, and after that date to the 
Honourable Mr. Justice Romer. 

The Lord Chief Justice will act as vacation judge from Monday, 
December 24th, to Monday, December 31st, both days inclusive. His 
lordship will sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Thursday, 
December 27th, and (if necessary), on Friday, December 28th. On other 
days, within the above period, applications in urgent Chancery matters 
may be made to his lordship by post or rail. 

Mr. Justice Romer will act as vacation judge from Tuesday, January 
Ist, to Thursday, January 10th, both days inclusive. His lordsbip will 
sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Thursday, January 2nd, and 
(if necessary), on Friday, January 3rd. On other days, within the above 

riod, applications in urgent Chancery matters may be made to his 
ordship by post or rail. 

In any case of great urgency, the brief of counsel may be sent to the 


judge by book- r parcel, prepaid, accompanied Dy office copies of 
the affidavits in support if the couiealien. ae cain wiail-on a 
reparate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may consider 
the applicant entitled to, and ales an envelope capable of receiving the 
ares as follows:—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter: To the 
Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of 
Justice, London, W.C.’’ 


On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
] writ, and a certifica Tom must also be sent. 
* The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the judge for the time being acting as vacation judge 
can be obtained on application at Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, 
Room 136. 

The chambers of Mr. Justice Stirling will be open for vacation business 
only from 11 to 2 on Thursday, December 27th; Friday, December 28th ; 
Tuesday, January ist; Wednesday, January 2nd; Thursday, January 
3rd ; and Friday, January 4th. 

Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice. 

December 12th, 1894. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
GRAY ». BARTHOLOMEW—No. 1, 6th December. 


Practice—-Payment mnto Covurt—Dentat or Lianmiry—Verpict ror 
SMALLER Sum THAN Money 1n Count—Powerr To ORDER BALANCE TO BE 
PAID TO Derenpant—R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 22, rn. 5 (n). 


This was an appeal from a judgment of Hawkins, J. The action was 
for slander. The defendant paid into court the sum of £5 in full eatisfac- 
tion of the plaintiff’s cause of action. The trial took place before 
Hawkins, J., and a jury at Reading Assizes. The jury returned a verdict 
for the plaintiff for one farthing damages. The learned judge ordered 
ju ent to be entered for the defendant, and further ordered that one 
farthing should be paid out of court to the plaintiff, and that the balance 
of the sum of £5 should be paid out to the defendant, and that the plain- 
tiff should pay the defendant’s costs. The plaintiff appealed. It was 
argued on his behalf that the learned judge had no power to order the 
£4 19s. 113d. to be paid out to the defendant. Reference was made to 
ord, 22, rr. 5, 6, 22, and to Dunn v. Devon and Fxeter Constitutional News- 
paper (63 L. J. Q. B. 342). 

Tus OCovrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorrs and Riasy, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the on the ground that, the defendant not having denied liability, 
ord. 22, r. 5 (4), applied. Under that rule the judge had power to order 
that money paid into court should not be paid out to the plaintiff. 
Where such an order was made it followed necessarily that the money 
must be paid back to the defendant.—Counset, W. H. Nash; Leslie. 
Soricrrors, H. P. Becher ; Ranger, Burton, § Frost. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. | 
He THE MIDLAND COAL, COKE, AND IRON CO, (LIM.) No. 2, 7th 
December. 


Compan$—Winpinc vur—Scueme or ARRANGEMENT—TRANSFER TO NEW 





Company—Crepirorn—ComtTincent Lianmiry—Oompantes Act, 1869 
(25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), s. 158—Jomr Srock Companies ARRANGEMENT 
Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 104), s. 2. 


Appeal from a decision of bebe J. (reported 38 Soxicrrors’ Journa 
618), refusing to admit a claim of W. Y. Craig, in the winding up of the 
above company, fora sum of £45,787 14s. 8d. The applicant was in 1899 


Dec. 15, 1894. q 
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the lessee of a colliery, and by deed dated in June, 1890, assigned hig © 


lease to the company, who covenanted with him to 
royalties reserved by the lease and to perform the lessee’s covenants, and 
to indemnify the applicant therefrom. This covenant covered the whole 


pay the rent and © 


riod of the lease, and there was no provision relieving the company from | 


tin the event of the company assigning the lease. The com 
into possession and worked the colliery. 


y went” 
In May, 1893, a resolution wag © 


passed to wind up the company voluntarily, and in July, 1893, an order ~ 
was made to continue the winding up under the supervision of the court, — 


By a scheme of arrangement, sanctioned by ihe court in October, 1893, a 
new company was to be formed, which was to take over the assets and 
liabilities of the old company and to pay or satisfy, within three months 
of the approval of the scheme by the court, the debentures and unsecured 
creditors of the old company and the costs of winding up. It was further 
provided by the scheme that the new company should allot, upon the 
nomination of the liquidators, to each shareholder of the old company one 
share in the new company credited with £4 paid for each share held by 
him in the old company, and that, upon payment or satisfaction of the 
debentures, debts, and expenses, the old company should be wound u 
and dissolved. A new company was formed as proposed, and vegishiodl 
in November, 1893. 
between the liquidators of the old company and the new company for 
taking over the assets of the old company, and those assets were accord. 
ingly taken over. The applicant knew of the proposed scheme, but did 
not oppose its approval by the court, nor did he take steps to obtain an 
injunction to prevent its being carried out. But on the 9th of Decem- 
ber, 1893, he applied by summons that a claim by him for £45,787 14s. 84. 
might be admitted against the old company. Part of this claim consisted 
of a debt or liability for £336, which was not disputed. The rest of the 
claim was based on the covenant by the old company to indemnify the 
applicant from the rent, royalties, and covenants of the lease assigned to 
them. This claim was resisted by the liquidators, and Wright, J., made 
an order allowing the claim for £336, but disallowing the rest of the 
claim. The applicant appealed. 


Tue Court (Lord Hausnury and Linpiey and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 


Linviey, L.J., in delivering the judgment of the court, said: In order 
to dispose of the various questions raised by the appeal, it will be con- 
venient to consider (1) Mr. Craig’s rights against the old company apart 
from the scheme of arrangement ; (2) the effect of that scheme upon his 
rights ; and (3) the consequences which follow from the fact that the 
liquidators of the old company have handed over to the new company all 
the assets of the old company, and have distributed amongst the share- 
holders of the old company the shares received from the new company as 
provided by the scheme. First, as regards Mr. Craig’s rights against the 
old company, @ from the scheme. With respect to that, section 158 
of the Companies Act, 1862, provides:—‘‘In the event of any company 
being wound up under this Act, all debts payable on a contingency, and 
all claims against the company—present or future, certain or contingent, 
ascertained or sounding only in damages—shall be admissible to proof 
against the company, a just estimate being made, so far as is possible, of 
the value of all such debts or claims as may be subject to any contingency 
or sound only in damages, or for some other reason do not beara certain 
value.’”’ Notwithstanding the very comprehensive language of this 
section, Giffard, L.J., when Vice-Chancellor, decided in Re London and 
Colonial Oo., Ex parte Horsey (16 W. R. 535, L. R. 5 Eq. 561) that, as it was 
impossible to put a just estimate on the claim of a landlord to future rent 
and possible breaches of covenant, he was not entitled to prove against a 
limited company being wound up and to receive a dividend on his proof, 
and this view prevailed until a comparatively recent date. But after the 
decision of the House of Lords in the case of v. Fothergilj (13 App. 
Cas. 351, 36 W. R. Dig. 18), which must be considered in connection with 
section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, it is difficult, if not impossible, to 
say that Mr. Craig could not have had his claim valued and have proved 
for its value against the old company. Mr. Craig, however, does not 
really want to do this. What he wants is to enter a claim with a view to 
have assets of the old company set apart for his indemnity before they 
are divided amongst the shareholders ; or, if he is not in time for that, he 
asks that the old company may not be formally dissolved so long as 
he is exposed to liability under his covenants. He bases his 
claim in this respect on certain decisions in which a lessor of 
a limited com being wound up or applying for leave to reduce 
its capital has been held entitled to enter a claim for the amount of rent 
and royalties which may become due to him in future and to an injunction 
to restrain the company from distributing its assets and dissolving without 
making proper provision for his payment. The cases in which orders to this 
effect have been made are Re The Telegraph Construction Co. (18 W. R. 729, 
L. R. 10 Eq. 384), Oppenheimer v. British and Foreign Exchange and Investment 
Bank (26 W. R. 391, 6 Ch. D. 744), Gooch v. London Banking Co. (32 Oh. D. 41, 
34 W. R. Dig. 38), and Elphinstone v. Monkland Iron Co. (11 App. Cas. 332, 
34 W. R. Dig. 54). The last of these cases was in the House of Lords, 
and the House made an order in favour of the lessor of a limited company, 
which was being wound up voluntarily, and declared that the lessee com- 
peor was be to fulfil its future obligations under ite lease and that 
the liquidators were bound to make due provision for fulfilling such obli- 


In December, 1893, an agreement was entered into © 











gations and to set aside assets of the company in their hands for that a 
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Pp It is true that this was a Scotch case, and a case between lessor 
and lessee; but I see no reason to suppose that there is any difference 
between English and Scotch law in this okt ot The effect, however, of 















the decision in Hardy v. Fothergill on the of a lessor to have the assets 
of a limited company which is being wound up impounded has not yet been 
lish decisions in of his 
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si ed. In the present case it is not necessary 
to solve this new pr and I say no more aboutit. I will assume 
that, apart from the scheme, Mr. Craig would have been entitled 
to enter a claim for indemnity, and to have assets in the hands 
of the liquidators set apart to answer this claim before the final dissolution 
of the company. This was not what Mr. Craig asked by his summons, 
but I pass that over, as the summons might have been amended. I will 
now consider the effect of the scheme of arrangement. Mr. Craig clearl 
was entitled to be heard in opposition to that scheme. Thecases to w 

I have referred presuppose the existence of assets not yet distributed 
amongst the shareholders. Until they are distributed he is entitled to be 
heard in opposition to any scheme for their distribution, Whether the 
court is bound to give effect to his opposition is a different question, and 
depends on the meaning of the word “‘ creditor ”’ in the Joint Stock Com- 
panies Act, 1870. Considering that that Act was passed in order to 





enlarge the powers conferred by section 159 of the Com Act, 1862, 
a ia f crelior? stot is | 


I agree with Wright, J., in thinking that the word “ 
the Act of 1870 in the widest sense, and that it includes all persons having 
any uniary claims against the mgs Any other construction 
would render the Act practically useless. If I am right in this interpretation 
of the Act of 1870 Mr. Craig is bound — scheme approved by the 
court, and in my opinion he is so bound. is is of itself enough for the 
decision of this appeal. But I will again assume in his favour that he is 
not so bound, and that the scheme itself did not deprive him of the rights 
which I have assumed that he otherwise would have had. me 
to the last point—viz., the effect of the approval of the scheme and of 
what has been done under it. In pe em Mr. Craig has asserted 
his claim to have assets set aside for demnity far too late. As 
stated, he had full notice of the proposed scheme. He did not oppose it ; 
he did not appeal from the order approving it; he took no steps to pre 
vent its any Freee out, nor to prevent the shares of the new company 
from being buted amongst the shareholders of the old company, 
whilst they were in the hands of the liquidators, The scheme was 
sanctioned on the 12th of October, 1893. Mr. Craig made no application 
to the court until the 9th of December, 1893, by which time the new com- 
wid had been formed. Mr. Craig applied for no injunction, and jong 

fore the 5th of July, 1894, when his summons came on to be heard, 
the assets of the old company had been handed over to the new com 
and the shares of the new company had been distributed amongst the 
shareholders of the old company. There were then no assets of the old 
oy to impound, and it was impossible to stay their distribution. I 
am far from saying that Mr. Craig could have done anything effectually 
after he had allowed the scheme to be approved by the court without 
opposing it. Had he opposed it the court might have refused to sanction 
the scheme, for the court is not bound to approve a scheme which it thinks 
unjust to any one. Be this, however, as it may, it is impossible now to 
stay any distribution of assets, for there are none to distribute. a 
it is not too late to stay the dissolution of the old company, nothing 
be gained by so doing now that the assets have all been distributed under 
the sanction of the court. The appeal, therefore, must be dismissed, with 
costa.—CounseL, Buckley, Q.C., and Kenyon Parker; Kirby, Soticrrors, 
Bircham § Co. ; Ashurst Morris ¢ Co. 

[Reported by Arnno.p Grover, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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PRESTON BANKING CO. (LIM.) ». ALLSUP & SONS (LIM.)—No. 2, 7th 
December. 


PracticEe—JvuRIspICTION—REHEARING SuMMONS AFTER ORDER DRAWN UP. 


Appeal from the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster. 
The action wasa debenture-holders’ action, and by an order in the action 
dated the 17th of February, 1894, D. W. Allsup and F. L. Lindsay were 
appointed receivers and managers of the real mal —— of the 
defendant company comprised in three series of Fh wseromerd, an order 
dated the 4th of June, 1894, the said receivers were aui , with the 
consent of the plaintiff company, to sell out of court, either by public 
auction or private treaty, the me re of the defendant company. 
Subsequently to this order F. L. Lindsay, who was the holder of a 
debenture of the third series for £1,000, applied to the Vice-Chancellor that 
the sale might be carried out under the directions of the court. By an 
order dated the 11th of July, 1894, made u this application, it was 
ordered that upon the applicant paying £250 into court within a week as 
security for the costs of the a it should be referred to the 
registrar to appoint some fit and pro to conduct the sale out of 
court, the application to be dismi with costs upon default being made 
in payment of the £250. Subsequently to this order the property was 
sold at a = which left £600 for distribution holders of the third 
series of debentures. On the 7th of August, 1894, , having made 
default in payment of the £250, took out a summons that, not- 
withstanding the order of the 11th of July, 1894, the costs of all 
thereby directed to be paid by the applicant and the costs of fg nde. me 
might be costs in the action, and that in the meantime all - 
ceedings under the said order might be stayed, and that the costs of 
application t be also costs in the action. The ground of this 

mn was that the order of the 11th of July had been obtained upon a mis- 


representation of the value of the assets of the - The application 
was made after the order of the llth of J a 
i Ce Se ee oe Vice- that he 
no jurisdiction to entertain the application. Lindsay 

this decision. Counsel for the contended Vice- 
Chancellor had been misled into the order of the 1ith of July, 
had jurisdiction to correct it. They among other cases, Staniar v. 
Boans (35 W. R. 286, 34 Ch. D. 470). 

Tue Cover (Lord Hatssury and Linpiey and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Hatssvury said that if by mistake an order was drawn up which 
Gia nat exguese Che eens eee ee to correct 
itt But present was for the rehearing of an order which 
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The appeal wo ismissed, but HFejudice tO al 
which might be based upon that the order 
July was right. 
A. L. Smrrn, L J., concurred. His lordship was of opinion that the 
case of Staniar v. Evans might, at some future eg Sg 
+, in Re § 


The law was put upon the right foundation by 

Watts (36 WR. oe, 20 Q. B. D. ro Ada am, +» and 
T. BE. Mansfield; Asi ; T. Humber. Souscrrons, T. H. ¢ 7. Dodd, 
Preston ; 7. Whitehead, ; W. Bramwell, Preston ; Finch ¢ Johnson, 


Preston. 
(Reported by Annoip Groves, Barrister-at-Law.) 





High Court—Chancery Division. ‘ 
MACKINTOSH v. POGOSE—Stirling, J., 4th, 5th, and 6th December. 3 
Post-NupPTIAL SETTLEMENT—PRovIsO AS TO CESSER OF INTEREST IN CASE OF 4 
Bankruptcy—Banxkrvuptcy or Serrion or part or Trust Prorzntry— 
Sgcrion 47 or THe Banxruptrcey Act or 1883—Szrcrion 3 or rue Manarep i 
Woman’s Proprrry Acr or 1882. ¥ 


was executed, whereby certain was upon the h 
wife, and the children of the in ordinary form, with 
anticipation of the income of the trust funds by the wife, 
and that if the husband should become or should 
attempt to assign or the said income, his in the said 
trust funds should cease. In the year 1882, previous to , 
ae annie Se Sas with his brother, who was then in 
financial Mes, ANNES ee Ee een ae ae 
£800 and interest at the of 12 per cent. per annum. The 


gagee in 1883 sought to make the + re oe to the 
absence of the latter from this country the was made 
until 1888. There was to shew that at the of the settlement 
btor proceedings were ; 
ry pry. a8 GOL ’ =a 
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Re Flammank, Wood v. Cock (40 Oh. D. 461) ‘ 
Whitmore v. Mason (10 W. R 168, 2 . & H. 214), Hammonds 
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W. R. 78, 21 L. T. N. 8, 821), Be W. R. 148 
$e» pe heen w. #109) (24 , 
Srmutvo, J.—[His lordship stated the facts as and proceeded :—] 


This isa which arises under the Bankruptcy 
Married Women’s Act of 
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uestions, to carefully inquire into the circumstances con- 
. Now it that at the date of the of 
, the wife considerable property of her own, to 
was entitled after her marriage in consequence of the Act 
. ey ae sees her in India by means of drafts 
favour, W e indorsed to her husband. Now in my opinion 
there was never any gift of this p by the wife to her husband, 
clearly bound to it in some form or other. The 
this liability, and the settlement, the subject of this 
action, was executed by him in exoneration of such liability. [His lord- 
here read the settlement.] Now it is said by the plaintiff that this 
void under section 47 of the Bankruptcy-Act of 1883, and as 
the settlement cleatly shew ere was a settlement of 
a is Well as o. falls hi 
Bu here is consid 
contention is well founded. Now, in the first place, who is a 
purchaser for valuable consideration? On this point I have the guidance 
of the Court of Appeal in Hance v. Harding (supra). [His lordship read 
the headnote and then read the judgments of Lord Esher, M.R., and Sir 
James Hannen on pp. 737-739.] It was clearly decided in that case that 
the father of the bankrupt was a purchaser for valuable consideration. 
Now in the present case the wife has oo consideration, for she settles 
certain y of her own and she releases her husband from the balance 
in whic was indebted to her in respect of the property he had 
borrowed. Consequently I think that she is just as much a purchaser 
} for valuable tion as was the father in Hance v. Harding. But in 
that case the courts were unanimously of opinion that all the parties had 
acted in good faith, and it is said that here one of the parties at least 
) did not act in good faith, and that, consequently, Mrs. 


% 
Pogoe not a “ purchaser in faith’’ within the meaning of the 
Now — of opinion that a pe is a ‘purchaser in good 
e S Bank 


SSCs nis COU s10n are, i y, de- 
tation of the statute; secondly, because 
with the principles of those bankruptcy cases decided 
courts before the passing of the Bankruptcy Acts ; and thirdly, be- 
cause it is in accordance with the bankruptcy statutes previous to the Act 
of 1883. Now as to the first reason. I think the meaning of the words of 
section -—i.¢., ‘a purchaser or incumbrancer in good faith and for 
consideration ’’—is simply this: a person who has for valuable 
consideration acquired pase affected with some infirmity without 
notice of the existence of such infirmity. Next, as to the cases before the 
of the Bankruptcy Acts. This class of cases is well illustrated by 
case of Kevan v. Crawford (6 Ch. D. 29). I refer to it, not as a binding 
, but merely 4 way of illustration. [His lordship stated the 
of the case, and then read part of Jessel, M.R.’s judgment, be- 
. 38 with the words ‘‘The Vice-Chancellor has taken the 
to end of the paragraph on p. 39.] This case clearl 
that in settlements before the Bankruptcy Acts it was enoug 
purchaser for value had no knowledge of any fraud on the part 
settlor. Lastly, in the case of Butcher v. Stead (supra) the House 
that the words (in sectiom 92 oftif Bankruptcy Act 
1869, which is, of course, no longer law) “in good faith and for valu- 
consideration ’’ must be taken to mean, without notice that any 
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hese rei pee DLS. Pog 
valuable consideration in good faith, as it does not appear to me from 
she had notice, either direct or constructive, of any 
t intention on the part of the settlor. Now on this last 
am far from satisfied that her husband had any dishonest inten- 
this settlement. His debts were mainly due to his becoming 
his under the of 1882, and it is clear that all 
that deed believed the security to be a valuable one. Moreover, 
creditors were pressing for payment. I do not think I ought, 
circumstances, to infer that this settlement was made by Mr. 
any fraudulent intent, and any doubt I might have felt upon 
is dispelled by the decision of the Court of Appeal in Ex parte 
(17 Q. B. D. 290), where it was held that the evidence wal Tin 
vy that a settlement had been made with fraudulent intent, 
although the circumstances in that case were much more suspicious than 
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they are here. On these grounds I hold that the post-nuptial settlement 
must stand, and that the main object of the aan tole Muith resect 
i.e., that the provision as to the r . 









to the alternative 















a: , Uraham Hastings, Q.C., and HT. # 
tenzse ; Grosvenor Woods, Q.C., and Stewart Smith. Souscrrons, Clement, 
Chase, § Green; Nash, Field, § Withers, for Stuckey, Son, & Pope, Brighton. 


H [Reported by Anruur Morrow, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REG. v. JUSTICES OF LONDON—6th December. 


Manvaxuvs—Licensire Aprgat—Jvustices at Quarter Srssions—Costs— 
Discretion or Jvstices—Minisranra, Actr—9 Gero. 4, c. 61, s. 29— 
11 & 12 Vier. c. 43, s. 7—Summary Jurispicrion Act, 1879 (42 & 43 
pra 2% 8. 31—Summary Jurispicrion Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vicr. c, 

, 8. 6. 


At the A pase annual lice meeting for the Tower Division of the 
County of London held on the of March, 1894, one Tant applied for 
# Teppwal of the licence to sell liquors to be consumed on the premises 








| 





known as the Cannon Stores public-house. On the 3rd of April, 1894, the © 
freeholder of the premises (F. J. Magerkorth) gave notice of appeal, and | 
the appeal was heard and dismissed at the general quarter sessions held ~~ 
before Sir Peter Edlin and justices at Clerkenwell on the Zlet of July, © 
1894. Application was made to the court to order that the appellant 
ar wane to the ne justices by way of costs such sum as should 
indemnify them for all their expenses under 9 Geo. 4, c. 61,8. 29. The ~ 
court refused the ap ion. An order nisi was obtained calling upon{- 
the justices for the istrative county of London to shew cause why a] — 
writ of mandamus should not issue comma’ them to enter at quarter] 
sessions the appeal of F. J. Magerkorth, and determine the matter of an 
application by the justices of the Tower Division of the County of London 
(the respondents in the appeal) for an order adjudging that Magerkorth, 
the appellant, should -pay the costs of the respondents in the appeal. It © 
was now argued for the justices at quarter sessions that section 29 of 9 
Geo. 4, c. 61 had been a by later statutes, and that the ~ 
justices had a discretion as to granting of costs; and that, however — 
that might be, the justices having heard and determined the question, — 
there could be no mandamus. Counsel relied upon Reg. v. Justices of Mid. 
(25 W. R. 510, 2 Q. B. D. 516); af ; 
( - R. 436; 1892, 1 Q. B. 621) ; Reg. V- ~ : .¥. 
Justices of Glamorganshire (38 W. R. 640, 22 Q. B. D. 628); the Summary 
Jurisdiction Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vict. c. 49), s. 31; the Summary Jurisdic- — 
tion Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vict. c. 43), s.6; and 11& 12 Vict. c. 43,8.7. In © 
——s the rule it was‘said that 9 Geo. 4, c. 61, s. 29, gave the justices © 
no etion as to costs, and that they could not avoid the mandamus 
merely by saying that they had heard and determined the matter. Their — 
duty as to costs was a ministerial one only: . v. Bolton (1 Q. B. 66), > 
Reg. v. Justices of West Riding of Yorkshire (10 W. R. 757, 2 B. & 8. 811), © 
Reg. v. Justices of Monmouthshire (1 D. & L. 145). rj 
Tux Cover (Pottockx, B., and Grantuam, J.) held that a mandamus ~ 
ought not to be granted. i 
Po.iock, B., in giving judgment, said that the c 
ndamus Where the court below had wrongly Gecline 
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fen the Siok tribunal had held thata ~ 
specifi equired by an Act of Parliament did not 
exist. It was quite clear that if the court below had only a ministeris 
duty to pe fhe court which reviewed its decision would order a — 
mandamus ; but the granting of costs could not be said to be erial 
act. nestion of co sts Involved the exorcise of a indi anction,t 
and was often the most material question ina case. The justices here had 
heafd the matter argued, and had determined it judicially, and a mandamus 
could not therefore be granted. 

Grantuam, J., concurred. Order discharged.—Oovunset, Poland, Q.C., 
and Danckwerte; Jelf, Q.C., Horace Avory, and d’Eyncourt ; Marshall Hall 
and R. E. Moore. Soticrrons, Nicholson § Patterson ; E. W. Beal; King § 
Burrell. 


; a TYP 
ic condition precedent 


[Reported by T. Marnew, Barrister-at-Law. |} 


REG. v. WORTON—C. C. R., 8th December. 


Berrina Acr, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 119), s. 1—Usive a Room ror THE 
PURPOSE OF BarriNG WITH PERSONS RESORTING THERETO. 


The defendant was indicted at the Birmingham Sessions, the indictment 
containing eight counts, charging offences under the Betting Act (16 & 17 
Vict. c. 119). The first count alleged that, on the 23rd of August last, the 
defendant did use a certain room, called ‘‘ the bar,’’ ata licensed beerhouse, 
the William the Fourth, in Birmingham, for the ger of his using the same 
for betting with persons resorting thereto. he third and fifth counts 
alleged similar offences on the 24th and 25th of August respectively. The 
effect of the evidence upon these counts is stated in the judgment of Lord 
Russell, C.J. Counsel for the defendant cited the case.of Bond v. Plumb 
(1894, 1 Q. B. 169), and submitted that there was no evidence of the 
defendant’s using the place for the purpose of betting with persons 
resorting thereto, though there was evidence of his using the place for ~ 
the purpose of money being received as the consideration for an under- 
taking to pay thereafter money on an event relating to a horse race. The 
saealen held that there was evidence to go to the jury on the first, third, 
and fifth counts, and he directed the jury that the main questions 
were—(1) whether the defendant did use the bar room on the occasions in 
question ; and (2) if he did, was he using it for the purpose of betting 
with persons resorting thereto? Healso directed them that if, while he was 
using the room, he intended to bet with ms resorting thereto, and 
merely went out to take their bets outside, and then came back to be 
ready for more, this would be no more than a colourable evasion of the 
Act, and what took place outside would be strong evidence of the pu 
for which defendant was paory bg room. The jury found the defe: t 
guilty on the first, third, and counts, acquitting him on the others. 
They were asked also, at the request of the counsel for the defendant, 
whether he received two ts con: money for the purpose of bets 
in the bar room on the of August, and they found that he did. The 
recorder stated this case, in which the question was whether there was 
any evidence to go - Snag jury on counts one, three, or five. No counsel ~ 
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offence on each of three days—the 23rd, 24th, and 25th of gta last— 
yiz., that he used the bar of a beerhouse in Birmingham for the purpose 
of betting with persons resorting thereto contrary to the statute. 
Evidence was given that on the days in question, and on other days, he 
had habitually resorted to the bar of this public-house, and that a con- 
siderable number of persons came there for the me of betting. There 
seoms to have been provision in the beerhouse itself for betting, for sli 
of paper were provided on which persons intending to bet wrote t 
names of horses, wrapping up the sum of money they wished to stake on 
any particular horse. The usual practice seems to have been for 
on desirin = ) Sg go poy ye mgr ge and there ae 
over to the defendant the slip of paper stake wrap up 
in it. But on two of the occasions in question the jury expressly 
found that the person intending to bet wrote the name of the horse 
upon a slip of paper in the public-house, enclosing the stake in the 
r, and handed it to the defendant the bar. At the 
close of the case for the prosecution a su m was made by the 
counsel for the defendant which I must characterize as most extra- 
ordinary. It was this, that on the authority of Bond v. Plumd there 
was no evidence of the defendant wing. the place for the purpose of 
betting with persons resorting thereto, although there was evidence of his 
using the place for the purpose of money being received as the considera- 
tion for an undertaking to pay a sum of —s the event of a horse race. 
In other words, it was submitted that, though there was evidence that the 
defendant had used the San for the purpose of receiving money for 
bets, there was no evidence of using the place for the purpose 
of betting with persons resorting thereto. Itseems to me that no evidence 
ald be clearer of using the place for the pirpos ; e 


| rting thereto. he section 0 t p y place fo 

the purpose OT betting with persons resorting thereto or for the purpose of 
any money being received on an undertaking to pay money on the event 
of any horse race. The second clause of the section is pointed more 
directly at ready-money betting ; the first A ys covers betting other than 
ready-money betting. For my part I should not and I 
believe the rest of the court would hold, 
to the bar of a with the 
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she Case Bond v. Plumb her than to say that it is no authority in 
favour of the appellant, and that it merely shews that the offence is 
established under section 1 whether the user of the place is for the purpose 
of ‘‘ betting with persons resorting thereto ’’ or for the purpose of receiv- 
ing deposits of money for the purpose of be . The question here is 
whether there was any evidence on the counts in question. We are cl 
of opinion that there was ample evidence, and therefore that the convic- 
tion must be affirmed. 

Pottock, B., and Hawks, Lawrance, and Wuicut, JJ., concurred. 
Conviction affirmed. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Druu, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re HAWKINS, Fe parte TROUP—C. A. No. 1, 7th [December. 


Bankrurtcy—Petitioninc Orgprror’s Dest—Jupement Dent—Compnro- 
Mise—>Power or OournT To INQUIRE INTO CONSIDERATION. 
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ing itor, presented DE 

petition aga ; ed upon a judgment and on 
exchange, of which the debtor was the acceptor. On the hearing of the 
ae evidence was given from which it appeared that an action was 
ught upon the bill of exchange by Troup against > debtor, that the 
action was compromised by consent upon the terms of judgment being 
entered against the debtor for = amount. ™ egistrar, after 
hearing the evidence, came to the : 
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against the debtor. “The petit on his behalf 
it Was contended that the caglstaer head no power to behind the com- 
promise, because it was a compromise of a dispu claim entered into 


bond fide, and was, therefore, a good consideration for the judgment. At 
the conclusion of the arguments the court reserved their decision. 

Dec. 7.—Tue Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Lorzs, L.J. ; Riosy, L J., 
diesenting) dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that an application had been made to the 
eatear in bankruptcy on behalf of Troup to make Hawkins, the debtor, 
a =e > by making a receiving order against him. The registrar 
refused the application and from that refusal the present a was 
brought. The receiving order was asked for on the ti wkins 
was the judgment debtor of Troup for £500. The j it was based on 
& bill of exchange for £500 accepted by Hawkins. was no doybt 
that as between Troup and Hawkins that_judgment was binding, bu e 
registrar thoupn ha he Was botnd on certain allegation de before 
Tis OO Bo vena tis UPMent And to certain how was obtained 
bade h VaAIETUpy - ‘ epistrat hel Al] Fhe e ide ce sth ‘ 

ié judgment, and came to certain conclusions of fact, and then exerc’ 
his judicial discretion by refusing to make a receiving order. 
extent the case was of the ordin type in which the Bankruptc 
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[ Reported by F. O. Ronixsox, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re KELLY (A SOLICITOR), Ex parte INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY— 
7th December. 


Soticrror—Unquatirigp Parson vstinc Name—Punisument— Discretion 
or Court—Soxtcrrors Acr, 1843, s. 32. 
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Under these circumstances it became unnecessary for the court to decide the 
as to whether or not the court had power, under section 32 of the 

Act, 1843, to inflict any less sunkdmnatt than striking off the 

roll for the offence mentioned. But the point having been raised, he thought 


that it was right that the court should express its opinion, and that was 
girs the 0 ay be Off the rolt’” was to 


= ong the use of thie word 
‘ may” introduced 4 little doubt, yet tt was impossible to get ridof the effect 
of the word “‘shall.’’ It was to be observed, moreover, that in the earlier Act 
(22 Geo. 2, c. 46, s. 11) the words were ‘‘ shall be struck off the roll,’’ and 
in his a this strengthened the contention that under section 32 of the 
Act of 1843 the court had not a discretionary power as to the punishment. 
Granruam, J.,concurred. If the court had power to suspend instead of 
off the roll, it either involved a disregard of the words “‘ and for 
ever after disabled from p ,” or the addition of some words such 
as ‘‘ and if so struck off.”” In his opinion the meaning of the section was, 
‘* shall be struck off, and shall be for ever after disabled,’’ &c., and the 
court therefore had no discretion.—Counsz., Hollams ; Overend. 


[Reported by F. O. Rontxson, Barrister-at-Law. } 











County Courts. 


COTTRELL ». GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY C0.—Oxford, 
8th December. 


Soxictrors’ Ricut or Avprence. 


When the plaintiff's solicitor was about to open his case, and Mr. 
Plummer claimed audience as of right on behalf of the company, his 
Honour drew his attention to the fact that he was not the solicitor on the 
record, and to his legal position with the company. His Honour refused to 
grant Mr. Plummer audience as of right, and, by arrangement and consent 
of both parties, the matter stood over until this day. 

His Honour Judge Swacoe in giving judgment said: The ques'i:~ T 
have to determine here is not whether Mr. Plummer is entitled to ad ru.s 
the court without the judge gives him leave, but whether Mr. Plummer, 
who declines to ask for leave, except for the purpose of this particular 
application, is entitled as of right to claim audience and to be accorded 
audience in all proceedings in court in connection with at least this 
action without any power whatever on the part of the court to stop 
him, to interfere with him, or to forbid him so addressing the court. 
Now Mr. Plummer claims that right first, as a solicitor. Solicitors who 
are not accorded audience, either of right or by leave, in the High Court 
of Justice, or in the superior courts, are by statute accorded such a rizht 
without leave under certain circumstances in the county courts, and 
properly so. I have therefore to determine when Mr. Plummer 
comes into the court and claims as of right to addresss the court 
in this action between Cottrell and the Great Western Railway Co. as 
the solicitor “acting generally in the action’”’ for the defendant company, 
I have to consider ap the question whether he is so or whether he is not. 
That is the question which I have to determine, and the first thing I have to 
say about it is that this is a question which is a question for me as the judge 
of the court to determine. Looking at the argumentative part of Mr. 
Plummer’s affidavit I find that his contention is this, that he is ‘‘in truth 
and in fact retained and employed by the said defendant company ’’ for the 
— of ——— in their county court cases, and that as he is paid by 

company for so appearing, that therefore he is the solicitor Mh yay me 
rally in the action” for the company, and is entitled to be heard. rning 
back to the paragraph of the affidavit in which the mode of his appointment 
is dealt with, I find that he is + Somer by the board, presumably by resolu- 
tion of the board. I have not that resolution before me. If Mr. Plummer’s 
contention is well founded it comes to this, the board of directors by appoint- 

some solicitor who shall be paid by them to assist their solicitor, Mr. 
Ni , in county court cases, who shall not be “ their solicitor ” to on in 
his own name the interlocutory proceedings in the action, but who be 
appointed by them to assist “their solicitor, Mr. Nelson,” by appearing in 
court for the company in their county court cases—they, the directors, 
constitute that solicitor - Sacto the solicitor “ acting generally ’’ for them in 
the action or matter. I cannot leave that question to the determination of 
either the board of directors of the company or of any client of a solicitor. 
Whether the person who claims the right to address the court is or is not, 
in the words of the statute, *‘ the solicitor generally,” is a question which is 
for the judge of the court to determine. That has settled and disposed 
of as far back as the year 1868 in the case of Ex parte Rogers (L. R. 3 C. P. 
493)—“ Who is to d ine’’—I am reading from the judgment of Bovill, 
C.J.—“ Who is to determine whether or not the attorney is acting generally 
in the action? The judge before whom the party appears has the best 
means of ining that question.’’ For that reason I deal with this 
question of fact, and I proceed to determine it according to the best of my 
pr I deal with the question then by applying tests. The first test 

would apply is this, to whom has the ori correspondence at the v 
initial me oS action been addressed, and by whom have the plaintiff's 
solicitor’s been answered? It has been conducted throughout in the 
name of Vir, Nelson. 

Mr. Plummer—My name does appear. } 
Honocr—Yes, but only as signing ‘‘ for Mr. Nelson,” and presumably 
his authority. I epply a er test. Mr. Nelson being the solicitor for 
company, upon whom would notice to produce, for instance, or notice to 
admit, or af other notice, in the action be good service? Upon Mr. 
Plammer? 1 apprehend not. I ask who has been from the beginning 
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Mr. Nelson’s is indorsed on Mr. Plummer’s filed affidavit, and I can only 
come to the conclusion that Mr. Nelson, and Mr. Nelson alone, is the 
solicitor acting generally in the action. What is the meaning of the words 
“ acting gen 
those words mean this, acting as the responsible, ascertained, professional 
representative of that party throughout the action, presenting himself in 
that capacity to the opposite party and to the court. ‘hat is the meaning I 
ut on the words “acting generally for.” I decline to extend the meaning. 
am not prepared to regard Mr. Nelson as a mere professional phantom, 
visible to the court and to the opposite party up tothe moment when his 
duly qualified solicitor-clerk-assistant arrives and claims the right of 
addressing the court, and then vanishing to reappear again in any further 
pr ings. For instance, if the action were carried on appeal to the 

igh Court, who would be the solicitor acting generally in the action 
then, say before the Court of Appeal or the House of Lords? I am 
not prepared to regard Mr. Nelson merely as a phantom, but as a 
reality, nor am I prepared to regard Mr. Plummer, merely because he 
gets up and addresses the court, as Mr. Ne'son’s alternative in possessing the 
statutory right which Mr. Nelson himself undoubtedly possesses. I decline 
until I am set right by a higher tribunal to extend the meaning I have put 
on the words “solicitor acting generally” in the action so as to make it 
apply to ag gc in the solicitor’s office, whether the employee happens 
himself to be a solicitor or not, whether the employee is appointed by or is 
paid by the solicitor himself, or by the client, or by the defendant 
company, as in this case. I am told by this affidavit that it would be 
convenient if a different view could be taken. It would be convenient, 
no doubt, tc Mr. Nelson. It would be convenivnt, perhaps, to the 


of the section of the statute which I thiok it will not bear, and which 
I think is wrong, simply because it would be a convenience to the 
defendants or to ) A rms of solicitors if I were to take a different view. 
There is a way out of it, and that way out of it has been hinted at 
by Mr. Plummer himself in the course of his argument. There is such a 
thing as the change of solicitors. It is quite opento Mr. Nelson if he 
pleases to retire, and allow Mr. Plummer to become the solicitor in the 
cause, giving, of course, the requisite formal notice to the court and to the 
opposite party. That this is sometimes done, that such notices are necessary, 
that is ath er reason in support of the view I have taken, but until that 
is dene he is not the solicitor acting generally in the matter. It is open 
to Mr. Nelson to do that in the case of any one of the numerous and 
doubtless very able staff of solicitors’ clerks who are in his office, or, in the 
case of actions in distant parts of the country, there is the very large 
bar of local solicitors attending the courts regularly, ably and con- 


scientiously orming their duties, and he can transfer the business 
to them. ut even then the resources of civilization are not ex- 
hausted. There is such a thiog as instructing counsel. There might 


be reasons of convenience, for aught I know, why that should not be 
done, but it can be done, and there is a very large body of learned 
gentlemen who I know are gifted with ability, and I have heard are 
endowed with the leisure which would enable them to attend to these 
matters. But if that is not convenient, then I am afraid I am nearly at the 
end of the resources. I can suggest, I do not know that it is any part of 
my duty to suggest it, but there is one more—the Legislature. The 
Legislature, we are told, can do ev: ing, that is, when it has time to do 
anything. It can, I suppose, by either direct or indirect enactments, create 
a new order of advocates ; it can do that for the convenience of great London 
firms and great railway companies if it to do so. It can, if it pleases, 
create a new order of advocates, and thus in the county courts, with their 
large and great and growing jurisdiction, it can practically silence the voice 
of the historic bar of England, but if it is minded to do so, or if it was 
minded to do so when those words were put into the 72nd section of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, it certainly has not said so yet. ‘That being 80, 
reading the words of the section as I do, I am obliged reluctantly to come 
to the conclusion I must say to Mr. Plummer I refuse to hear him address 
the court, that Iam debarred of his assistance on the trial of this action, 
cng he takes the preliminary step of asking for, and obtaining, my leave 
so to do, 





LAW SOCIETIES, 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this associa- 
tion was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wed- 
nesday, the 12th inst., Mr. Henry Child Beddoe, J.P. (Hereford), in the 
chair. The other directors present were Messrs. W. B. Brook, Robert 
Cunliffe, Grantham R. Dodd, Samuel Harris (Leicester), John Hunter, 
J. H. Kays, Sidney Smith, R. W. Tweedie, F. T. Woolbert, and J. y 3 


Scott omy. Sons of £320 was distributed in grants of relief, and 
other general was transacted. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 
Dec. 10—Mr. ©. W. Williams in the chair—Mr. Williams moved: 


** That the t state of the divorce laws in the country is both unjust 
and , and require amendment in the direction of (1) — bas 
r 


req 
tween the parties, and (2) further facilities for divorce.’’ f 
aut Mocars. ‘Lee, Nash, Elliman, Hubbard, M’Ciclland, ‘Marks 
orth, Cayley, and Kains Jackson spoke. Mr. Williams replied, and the 


motion was put to the House in two parts, the first being carried by two 
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0. W. Williams will move: ‘‘ That this society is of that some 
restrictions should be imposed upon the of pauper aliens to 
this country.” 





LIVERPOOL BOARD OF LEGAL STUDIES. 
Prorgsson Dicey on THe Srupy or THe OonstrrvTion. 


A lecture on “‘ The Comparative Study of the Constit1 *” was, on the 
7th inst., delivered by Mr. A. V. Dicvy, Q.C., M.A., Vimerian Professor 
of Law in the University of Oxford, in response to the invitation of the 
liverpool Board of Legal Studies. Vice-Chancellor Robinson presided. 

The chairman announced that since their last m the whole of the 
£10,000 had been subscribed towards the foundation of the law chair. 
With regard to the work which had been done by the Board of Legal 
Studies during the past year, he thought they had e reason to be 
gratified with it, and the board were much to be congratulated upon the 
progress which had been made. The Vice-Chancellor then presented the 
prizes gained by the students, and briefly introduced 

Professor Dicey, who said that the Constitution of England or any other 
country might be studied in any of three methods, ayer f or combined, 
the first being the analytical, the second the historical, the third the 
comparative. The analytical or logical method was that which was 
naturally pursued by the lawyer in explaining the existing state of the 
constitution ; but it was impossible to understand: any considerable = 
of the constitution without understanding some of its . 


historical method was, perhaps, excessively ined at the t time, 
but it necessarily had its limits. They might find, histo y, that a 
constitution had proceeded in a particular line, but they could by 


no means in this way establish that the events were always beneficial, or 
that no better course of development could have been pursued. Then 
history did not really explain how institutions » and besides, 
in pursuing the histori method they were apt to disregard the 
most important things, because they were usual, By the comparative 
method he meant the taking of the constitution and comparing it with the 
constitution as it existed in former times, or with the constitutions of 
other countries. For instance, by comparing the position of the Crown 
now with its position at the time of Elizabeth, Anne, or George III., they 
brought out very vividly the peculiarities of the powers of the Crown at 
the present time. This was not the historical method in another form, for 
though history involved comparison, comparison did not y 
involve history. They might, instead of comparing the powers of the 
Crown with the powers of former monarchs, com it with the — 
aerate by the German Emperor, the American it, or the 

ident. There was nothing historical in this, and yet they might in 
this way throw an immense light on the power of the Crown. Further, 
in using the comparative method, they need not confine themselves to any 
constitution that had actually existed, and he knew of nothing more im- 
portant from this point of view than the works of Rousseau or Montesquieu, 
which contained proposals which perhaps never could be and never were 
carried out, but which, for good or , had influenced the constitutions 
of civilized countries as much as any of the constitutions which had ever 
come into existence. The comparative method, however, did not super- 
sede either the analytical or historical, but supplemented them in several 
ways of considerable importance. 1n the first place, it attracted attention 
to points which one was apt to overlook; and, agers: it had the merit 
that it freed them from very considerable errors which the study of the 
English constitution alone not only did nct free them from, but was apt 
to engender. For instance, in England there was such a close connection 
between taxation and power as to Tead one to imagine that there was an 
indissoluble link between them, whereas this was not the case in the 
United States and Germany, where the state of things curiously corre- 
sponded with the state of things in England at the time of Cromwell. 
Another instance was the difference in the relation of the ju to the 
State in various countries. The comparative method aleo t to _ 
new modes of division, because it shewed new affinities and new dif- 
ferences. They could divide constitutions comparatively into those which 
possessed a Parliamentary Executive (by which he meant an Executive 
appointed and dismissed by Parliament) and those which pos- 
sessed or had possessed an Executive neither appointed nor dis- 
missed by the legislative body nor by Parliament. The Constitution 
of Germany and the Constitution of the United States stood in the same 
class. In forming a constitution they must remember that no system of 
election, however fair or however widespread, could se¢ure that eo 
ment of electors should always, even on very important matters, 
with the judgment of the men they elected. The professor compared the 
different principles on which the constitution was formed and existed in 
the United States, Germany, France, and Switzerland, and compared them 
with the principles of the English Constitution. The conclusion at which 
he had arrived was this, that in every nation they would find some institu- 
tion which represented, at uny rate for a time, the will of the nation, 
but that what this institution was, whether it were a king, a nobility, a 
parliament, or a church, it depended upon matters which no 1] 
rettle and which, he admitted, could pon be accounted for by historical 
investigation, and that when they had once understood this they had come 
to understand what a writer like Montesquieu meant when he told them 
that they must look at the spirit of the laws, and not at their corms. It 
was the last and the greatest merit of the comparative method that it 
guided them to underetand the spirit of constitutions. 

Mr. C. H. Morton moved a vote of thanks to Professor Dicey for his 
lecture. Principal Rendall ceconded, and said that Professor was 
the pioneer in the work of reassociating the study of law with other 
academical studies. The vote having been ) veel 

Proseseor Dicey replied, and spoke of the advantage to students 
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to see the law actually at work. The study of the law, he thought, 
as 


yoy pose of Mr. , Lawenog, some by Mt F. npn 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupgnts’ Desatinc Socrery.—Dec. 4—Chairman, Mr. hy 
The subject for debate was, ‘le punishment should be - 
with abolished.” Mr. F. W. opened in the affirmative, and Mr. 
Bell, in the absence of Mr. Archer White, opened in the negative. The 

< Everine, aul Ht 


Chaplin, and Gween ; Mesers. Nimmo, 
Harcourt. The motion was lost by two votes. 

Dec. 11—Chairman, Mr. A. W. Watson.—The subject for debate was, 
“That the case of Ponting v. Noakes (1894, 2 Q. 
decided.”” Mr. Horace E. Miller opened in 
Gordon seconded in the affirmative. 
negative. Mr. Aldous (in the absence of Mr. Welfare) seconded in the 
negative. The follo members also spoke :—Messrs. 
Neville Tebbutt in the ative ; and Messrs. 


Herbert Smith in the negative. The motion was lost by thirteen votes. 
The subject for debate at the next of the society, on Tuesday 
December 18, is, ‘‘ That the action taken by the London Council 


with reference to the Empire Music Hall 
ranted, and prejudicial to those interests.’’ 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Sir Moxcan Morean, solicitor, of the firm of Morgan & Scott, of Cardiff, 
died on the 6th inst., at the of fifty-one. He was admitted in 1866. 
He was Mayor of Cardiff in 1886-87, and was knighted in honour of her 
Majesty’s jubilee. He contested South Glamorganshire in the Conserva- 
tive interest at the last general election. 


APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. Anruvr Hewerr Sroxszs, barrister, has been ited Recorder of 
Reading, in the place of the late Mr. James Olliff G: , Q.0. 


Mr. Frepenick CoLentpce Mackarness, barrister, has been appointed 
Recorder of Newbury in the place of Mr. Spokes. . 

Mr. Franx W. Morzis, LL.B. (Lond.), solicitor, of No. 36, King 
William-street, London, E.C., and at Croydon, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 


Disso.vTions. 
Doveitas Morzy Forp and Rossrt Epwarp Manrsuat1, solicitors (ford 
& Marshall), Petersfield. Sept. 29. [ Gazette, Dec. 7. 


Heasert GreeNwoop Tears and Bensamin Day, solicitors (Greenwood 
Teale & Co.), Leeds. Dec. 6. [ Gazette, Dec. 11. 


GENERAL. 


The Pall Mall Gazette says that, of Mr. Besley’s recent 
tion, a good story is current. It is said that two habitual 

overheard rejoicing that the cause of their last incarceration had at 
got into trouble himself ‘‘ for taking silk.’’ 


It is stated that the benchers of the Inner Temple have decided to 
Oe sammie snes ee ee from 1506, the t 


second year of the of VI the present time. The 
wl be pdited by Mr fadsrwisk, G0. . 

The Times announces the death, in his eighty-fifth 

Robert Goode, wee Oe re ee oe ee 


City of London and chief clerk at the 
sidloed trom the serene of the City in 


sft il 


1 
; 
‘eel 


We are informed that, in 


brought forward in the raion Mr. 
Tibect at the Imperial Institute, the Loed’ Ghomsellor intends te” leans 
invitations to a conference on the sub the 
19th inst., at the Imperial Institute. 


The Lerd Chief Justice was entertained at a 
the Northern Circuit in the 
The chair was taken Mr. 
numbered 160, included Lord 
Justice Wright, Mr. Justice Henn 
Kennedy, and Master Pollock. 


F 
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the proceeds of the same towards the co — of the purchase of cer- 
tain ome at Leeds, in July, 1890. e was sentenced to three years’ 


penal servitude. 
whic 


The Lord Chancellor presided over a meeting of the Rule Committee 
Ih was held in his lordship’s private room at the Law Courts on 
Monday. The members present, in addition, were Lord Chief Justice 


, the Master of the Rolls (Lord Esher), Sir Francis Jeune, Lord 
Justice A. L. Smith, Mr. Justice Chitty, and Mr. Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., 
M.P., Mr. Finlay, Q.0., and Mr. John Hunter (president of the Incor- 
porated Law iety), the three newly-appointed members of the 
committee, who attended for the first time. 








Oxv anv Rane Fine Insurance Poricrzs, &c., wanted to complete a 
— by letter, to A. R. C., 76, Cheapside, London.— 
DVT. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora ov Reoistrars 1x ATTENDANCE OF 








Aprzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
0. 2. Cuarrry. Norra. 
Mr. Leach Mr. Rolt Mr. Carrington 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Leach Rolt Carrington 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Leach Rolt Carrington 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Sriauina. Kexewion. Romer 
Mr. Beal Mr. Ward Mr. Jackson 
Pugh Pemberten Clowes 
Beal Ward Jackson 
Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Beal Ward Jackson 
Pugh Pemberton Clowes 





The Christmas Vacation will commence on Monday, the 24th day of December, 1994, 
and terminate on Saturday, the 5th day of January, 1895, both days inclusive. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTH. 
Ex11s.—Dec. 11, at 7, Strathmore-gardens, Campden-hill, W., the wife of Arthur Lee 
Ellis, barrister-at-law, of a son. 
MARRIAGE. 


Co.am—Fickxvs.—Dec. 8, at St. Peter’s, Croydon, Francis Howe Colam, of the Middle 

T le, barrister-at-law, to Edith Catherine, elder daughter of Thomas Fickus, of 
ion. 
DEATHS. 

Pargnson.—Dec. 10, at 10, Hyde-park-mapsions, W., James Paterson, of the Middle 
Temple, barrister-at-law, Be. 71. 

Si.vesrer.— Dec. 12, at 40, Conduit-street, Ernest Frederick Silvester, barrister-at-law, 
eldest son of the late Henry Edward Silvester, J.P., of Beverley, Yorks. 

Swerstoxs.—Dec. 9, at 10, King Edward rd, South Hackney, William Henry Swepstone, 
sol aged 65. 








Wanknino To intenptnc Hovusg Purcuasxrs anv Lessezs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a honse have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house 2 guineas; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr. | 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Dec. 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luonrep ts CHancery. 


Apvayce Borer Co, Liamirev—Creditors are required on or before Jan 22, tosend their 
names addresses, of their debts or claims, to Thomas Ashbury, 26, 
Queen’s chmbrs, 5, Market st, Manchester. Gartside, Manchester, solor to liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Duxcaurcn Amicaste Provipent anp Od Faiexpiy Socistry, Dun Cow Hotel, Dun- 


Lioyp Harris Her-Mysevy Bick Benerit Society, Memorial Hall, New Kent rd. 


Nov 24 
‘Winson Greex Sick axp Divivexp Society, Plough and Arrow Inn, Bacchus rd, Winson 
Green, Birmingham. Dec 1 
London Gazette.—Tusspay, Dee. 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrsp m Cmayogry. 
Arcas Tis Mixixa Co, Liarrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 7, to send in 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
Thomas, 1, Chapel st, Cam e 
Banta Gas Co, Linrrzp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send their names 
a , and particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Guyatt, 9, Queen 
st place, Cannon st. Blyth & Co, Gresham House, Old Broad st, solors to liquidators 
Enxotuisa anv Scorrisn Syxpicate, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 8, 
directed to be heard on Dec 19. Tabor & Matthews, 9, Bush lane, solors to petner 
Luorrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 10, directed to be heard on Dec 


Asutox, Tuomas, Poulton le Fylde, Lancs, Farmer Jan 8 
Manchester y, Poulton le Fylde 
cae aes Abergavenny, Silversmith Jan15 Brown v Hancock, Chitty,J Webb, 
0 


Sweet, Cuartes Lacy, Clifton, Bristol, Solicitor Jan12 Renshaw v Sweet, North, J 
Canning, Mitre chmbrs, Temple 


London Gazette—Turspay, Dec. 11. 
Cowe.t, Georor, Barking, Essex, Builder Dec29 Robey v Cowell, Kekewich,J Nash, 
New Broad st 


nd, Hereford, Beerhouse Keeper 
andor, Wolverhampton 


7 George, Aymesley, Kin Jan 16 


idlington Harrison, Kekewich, J 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Dee. 4. 
Assury, Atrrep, Birmingham, Chemical Manufacturer Dec 31 
Birmingham 
Beaziey, Emma, West Brompton Dec 24 Hammond & Richards, Furnival’s inn 


Brave, Taomas Rosert, Ealing Dean, Licensed Victualler Jan 1 Angell & Oo 
Gresham st 
Biytu, Panar Taomas, West Kensington, Gent Jan 22 Myers, Gray’s inn 


Branson, Joseru Wii11Am, Birmingham, Gent Jan 10 Smith & Co, Birmingham 
Baay, Cuar.es, Nottingham, Gent Dec 31 Latham & New, Melton Mowbray 
Baiees, Saran, Wakefield Jan 15 Harrison & Co, Wakefield 

Buaxinsuaw, Harziet, Sheffield, Tobacconist Jan 14 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 
Carrinetox, Exiza, Rotherham Jani16 Oxley & Coward, Rotherbam 

Carrer, Susan Mancaret, Birstall Dec 31 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 

Corrier, Daniet, Regent’s Park Feb1 Morice & Blakesley, Serjeant’s inn 

Dopp, Joux, Grosvenor sq March1 Newton & Co, Gt Marlborough st 

Fe.iows, Noau, Hasbury, Farmer Dec 30 Homfray & Co, Brierley Hill 

Bellord, Cheapside 


Pepper & Tangye, 


Haney, Cuarces Amsrose, Myskyns Ticehurst, Brewer Jan 15 
Hieatys, Jouy, Birmingham, Haulier Jan 23 Rabnett, Birmingham 
His, Mary, South st Dec 30 Morse & Simpson, Copthall bldgs 
Hunter, Jouyx Humrurey, Gloucester trree Jan1 Peachey, Salisbury sq 
Hymers, Mary Janz, Stokesley Jani Crust & Co, Beverley 
Jasper, Cuarves, Bishop’s Stortford, Hertford, Farmer Dec 31 
Bishop’s Stortford 
Josern, Samus. Soromoy, Hyde Park gar, Esq Jani4 Tamplia & Co, Fenchurch st 


Baker & Thorneycroft, 


Kenwarp, Trayron, Icklesham, Farmer Feb 1 Dawes, Rye 

Leacu, James, Leeds, Blacksmith Jan5 Bradley & Co, Leeds 

Leemay, Exviza Hoox, Genoa Janié H & JR Wood, York 

Leien, James, Kings Norton Jan10 Smith & Co, Birmingham 

Lrrcurie.o, Samvet, Cheshunt, Esq Jan27 Richardson & Sadler, Golden sq 

Lock, Jonataan, Upwell, Farmer Jan7 Webber, Upwell 

Lomax, Susannan, Bolton Dec 24 Holden & Holden, Bolton 

Lorp, Caarves, Todmorden, Druggist Jan 15 Sutcliffes, Hebden Bridge 

Marsa, Susannan, Thurlestone Dec 31 Smith & Co, Sheffield 

Mexuvisu, Wiyiiam, Torquay, Tallow Chandler Dec 31 Hooper & Wollen, Turqay 

Newrox, James Epwarp, Ashton under Lyne, Mill Manager Jan 18 Halliwell, Oldham 

Picxies, Joun, Colne, Cotton Manufacturer Dec 31 Garnett & Jackson, Burnley 

P.ayt, Taomas, Netherton, Brewer Dec 31 Homfray & Co, Brierley Hill 

Oxsory, Witit1am, Miller Dec 20 Jones, Trowbridge 

Sittrroz, Rey Acron Winveyer, British Columbia Jan3 Gedge & Co, Old Palace yard 

ati Joux, Newcastle under Lyme, Yeoman Decl6 Keary & Co, Stoke upon 
nt 


Sritstrep, Joux, Oxney, Kent, Farmer Jani Dawes, Rye 

Srayxiey, Tuomas, High Offley, Farm Labourer Jan 14 Adderly, Longton 

Txom, Rev Jonn Hamittoy, Liverpool Dec 31 Laces & Co, Liverpool 

Twemutow, Tuomas Fiercuen, Betley Court, Esq Dec 22 Hand & Co, Stafford 
Weis, Tuomas, Bracondale, Esq Jani Cooper, Norwich 

Wurxcor, Ricuarp Gareerr, Stamford Hill, Gent Jan 18 Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn sq 
Woottass, Mary, Kingston upon Hull Jan 1 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec, 7. 

Anperson, Haywan, Manchester Jan8 Williams, Southport 

Arsutusot, Wituiam, Tooting Janil Francis & Johnson, Austinfriars 

See Camere Jane Biaycuanrp, Streatham hill Jan 4 Webb, Laurence Pountney 


Beynoyw, Rays Cuanzes, Streatham hill Jan4 Webb, Laurence Pountney hill 
Brewsrer, Ciara, Bath Jani19 Stevens & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Butrock, Jouy, Chippenham, Gent Jan17 Keary & Stokes, Chippenham 

Carpew, Gsonce Scuvyier, Bath, Doctor Jan15 Simmons & Co, Both 

Cunewix, Tuomas, Truro, Accountant Jan 31 Chilcott & Son, Truro 

Crane, Jane Evven, Kidderminster Dec 24 Underhill & Thorneycroft, Wolyerhamptom 
Dixox, Josern, Pelsall, Engineer Jan 10 Evans, Walsa! 

Franxuiy, Caag.orre, East Dulwich Jan1 Beale & Martia, Realing 

Grees, Hargiet Carouine, Leamington Jan10 Edze & Ellison, Birmin sham 

Hatt, Heyny, Preston, Clogger Jan 21 Cooper, Preston 





7 & Oo, 117, Can st, solors f N f 
Baker 7, non ors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach th 
abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock 5 


in the afternoon of Dec 18 





Hamittoy, Hesay, Coleman st, Surveyor Jan7 Wells & Son, Paternoster row 


Dec..15, 1894. | 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cuam 
London Gazette.—Fauivay, Dec. 7. 


Ashton v Ashton, Registrar, ‘ 
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Surmss, Jouyx Bucxsy, Leamington, Solicitor Jan15 Wright & Hassals, Leamington 
Hourox, Jos1an, Tunbridge Wells, Butler Jan 5 Robb, Tunbridge Wells 

Juss, Sanan, Leamington Dec 31 Field & Sons, Leamington 

Manswatt, Saran Exzanon, Weaverham Dec 21 Marson, Manchester 

Movies, Mrs Ex1zaseru, Boston Spa Jan 2i Wade & Co, Bradford 

Weave, Seuixa, Corsham Jani7 Keary & Stokes, Chippenham 

Nortu, Joun Stoney, Arlington st Jan 21 Farrer & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Pansos, Hon Lawrence, Windsor Jan7 Evans & Co, Gray’s inn sq 

parcuztt, Many, Dewsbury Jan 12 Boyer & Co, Manchester 

Rocgnrs, Tuomas, Atherstone, Saddler Dec 31 Fielders, Atherstone 

Ross!, Eu1zapeTH Onto, Sharples hall st Jan15 Marriott & Conder, Chancery lane 
Scuor1eLD, Gzorcr Eastwoop, Manchester Jan 25 Derwent Simpson, Manchester 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuivay, Dec. 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Autwoop, Joux Brown, Leeds, General Contractor 
Leeds Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 
Bansr, — Onset, Cartmel Ulverston Pet Dec 4 
c 4 
Brut, THomas, Leeds, Stereotyper Leeds Pet Dec3 Ord 
Dec 3 


Buacxer, Cuaries, Sussex sq, Gent High Court Pet Oct 
16 Ord Dec 4 


Boros, Wii11aM, Sreruen Lone, me, 
Farmers ‘Matistone ‘Pot Dec 4 Ord Dee 4 
aes, Soe Bloomsbury, Actress High Court Pet Dec 


Dec 5 
Boxp, Joun, Swindon, Butcher Swindon Pet Dec3 Ord 
Dec 3 
Bostos, Henry Georos, York, Chemist York Pet Dec 3 
Ord Dec 8 
Bouxns, Joun, Landport, Rag Merchant Portsmouth 
Pet Decl Ord Decl 
Bnowxinc, Hexny, Ramsgate, Skating Rink Proprietor 
Hastings Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 4 
Burns, Tom Beit, Camelford, Ironmonger Truro Pet 
Nov 10 Ord Dee 5 
omg Epwarb. Blackfriars rd, Cycle Manufacturer High 
art 


Pet Nov 15 Ord Dec 
Cuanp, Jouy, ies, Grocer West Bromwich Pet Dec 
4 Ord Dec 4 


Cunistm™, Atexanper, Thornton le Clay, Brewer Scar- 
borough Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 

Corz, Freperxick Joun Cuzverton, Derby, Timber Mer- 
chant Derby Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

Govcn, Exizaperu, Bi , Retail Brewer Birming- 
ham Pet Dec 3 Ord 

CaowTHER, heal Senta Whitby, Tailor Stock- 
ton on Tees Pet Dec4 Ord Dec4 

oa Ty Reading, Bricklayer Reading Pet Dec 3 

3 


Eastwett, Autrrep Nicnoitas, Wood Green, Builder 
Edmonton Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 
ag <> Abingdon, Farmer Oxford Pet Oct 22 


Garrarp & Eee, Tower hill, mittens Makers High 


Court Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 
Garratt, — Smethwick, Provision Dealer West 
Bromwich Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 
ao Henry Tuomas Larnp, West Hartlepool, Iron- 
Sunderland Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 
das, "Hours, Br 5 Quay, Grocer 


: Middleton, Cab Driver Old- 

Hantiry, Micuas, Anprew, Norwich, Leather Merchant 
Norwich Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 

Hencier, Waurer Burns, Newent, Farmer Gloucester 

Ho a 9 Trocturst, Fi Tunbridge Wells 
ADLEY, JAMES, ‘armer ri 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 

Hosss, James Wiuts1am, Wormwood Scrubbs High Court 
Pet Mar 22 Ord Nov 30 

Hopsox, Jouw Wiiu1am, Doncaster, Engineer Sheffield 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dee 4 

Isaac, Henpert Luoyp, Tonyrefail, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 

ae, ( Cuarues, Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet Dec5 Ord 

5 

Jones, GEORGE 2 eee, Ni rt, Ironm N 
Mon Pet Nov Ord Dec 5” eee 

Kenr, Auraxp, Chichester, Milliner Brighton Pet Nov 1 

Kincarp, WiL.1am, Georges, Mantle Salesman h Court 
Pet bee 4 Ord Dee ~ 

Kwicur, Frrprric Le Huntingdon, Cabinet Maker 

Pet Dec4 Ord 


Dec 4 


, Commission Agent Man- 

Ma et Den Ont Desa, th, Music Teach 
RSHALL, ILLIAM T 
Truro’ Pet Dec3 Ord Dec3 ¢3 


8 

onan, © H, en 2 , Banker’s Clerk High 

Court ’ Pet Oct 26 Dec 5. 

Honrox, Cussins, Bwanses, Solicitor Swansea Pet Sept 

press, Tuomas Auexanpen Hit “aes Louth, Tailor 

Ss Rk 
ox, Purr 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dee 5 ot, Captain, Bury oe 

Panniss, Jonn Grov: Stratford on Avon, Grocer War- 
wick Pet Dec 4 Dec 4 

Peatz, GzorcE Masses Walsall, Licensed Victualler 
Walsall Pet Dec Dec 3 

Pare, Joun, 1s, Waleal, Licensed Victualler Walsall Pet 

3 

Pick zs, Pn. He Halif tcher 

one = NRY, lax, Bu Halifax Pet 


Row ee Cuagies, Gra d, 
a ounse, vesend, Pilot Rochester Pet 


GazExwoop, Rooene me i 
Pet Dec3 Ord 





Scuuymor, Waame, New 
8) CG Walhaen kee Gas. Coal Merchant High 
mITH, CHARL 
Court Pot Nov it. Ord Deo 
Surrn, Mowracuz Frank, and Jonny Witiiam Cary, 
: . Lgan, Merchants King’s Lynn Pet Dec 
cot, Eee, Bradford, Painter Bradford Pet Dec 4 
Tittzy, Arraurn Jouyx, Gt Grimsby, Confectioner Gt 
nt r ret Dee I Ord Dee 3 
‘omLinson, Hervert, lburne, Colliery Manager Derby 
T Fe De 8, Orn, echdate, Bootmal Rochdale Pet 
'UCK y JAMES, er 
T Deo 4 Ord Dee 4, Wrexham, Licensed Victuall 
ween, ‘osern J, er 
W. he Cua ney de Settingham, Grocer Notting- 
ALKER, Ries Hewry, 
ham’ Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 
Watts Spapets cen, EaGea, Sallie Truro Pet Dec 5 
Warmoven, Joux, Hibaldstow, Builder Gt Grimsby Pet 
Dec4 Ord Dec 4 
beter = = aed Cavs, Stroud Gloucester Pet Dec5 
Wrwen, Jutta Caartorre Secxer, Thurlow High Court 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Dec 3 


The followimg amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of the 23rd Nov. :— 


Bapnovsxiz, Barnett, and Jacos ane, Manchester 
Manchester Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 20 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Ane, 3 Hueu, Torquay, Draper Dec 14 at 11 The 
ARGLEs, on Feux, svanee pl, Valuer Dee 14 at2 
Basrovskiz, Barwett, and Jacos Werxserc, Manchester 
Dec 14 at 3 jen’s at, 
Bioop, Tom, l4at 2.30 Off Rec, St 
Jameas’s chmbrs, 
Boor Heyry Geronrce, Sa Chemist Dec 18 at 12.30 
rerpoa Wireworker Dec 18 at 3 
Bravux, Ivan, q t Dec 14 at 12 
Carey st 
Solicitor Dec 14at 3.30 Ogden’s 
Bupeg.t, Lyxps.it Jossrn, Cardiff, Baker Dec 17 at 11 
ee p. Ses Pad Cardiff 
WARD, Eccles, Furniture Dealer 
iy 14 at 2.30 .bO Opden's chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Davisoy, Jony, a Milliner Dec 14 at 3 Bank- 
Duwaw, Wiiuian ieee Carrer, army Barrister- 
at Law Dec i4 at Carey st 
Bun, Jonura, Wigan, Mill Dealer Dec 17 at 10.30 16, 
Haeairr p aag Burton Farmer Dec 17 at 11.30 


Off 74, New st, 
a ESSE, Whalley 


Haswoo sie, Rowan Bop uckland, Greengroce 
Dee 14 at 3 Wear V: Bishop Auckland 
Haywanrp, Joun Oxuey, Dealer Dec 14 

at 9.90 Off Ree, baste st 
prietor g Chesterfield 


28, 
Buaun . 
Off Heo, 35, Victoria 


Brows, Hugs, 


THCOTE, Warren diese Pro- 
Howpsrock, om Kumewerth or take Dec 14 at 9 
80N, hae my Merchant Dec 

14 at 10.30 Of 45, st, Worcester 


8 Dolphin 

Ker, Se ae et L Catnae Dec 14 at 12 

Kip Wacren, Seles ton Henin Dec 18 at 12.30 Off 
Hee i igh st, Boston 

Kuicut, Frepsric W: » Cobinct iaiiee 


Dec 17 at 12.15 Law Oe 
Luspock, Jony, Cardiff, Builder DeciSatll Off 
9 et Cant ™ 


8 Sieh ee Dee 17 at 11.30 
Maxe ae Searbervagh; Bellies’ Deo 14 at 11.30 


Wu" h, Teacher 
Dec 15 at 10 hig a ne lg td 
Mexzepirs, Harry, W icensed Victualler 
sepa dieaees ee Steeafonds 3 Dee 17 at 12 
Law Courts, 








Suvox, Many Jaws, Barnstaple Jan 7 eden Semaieat 

Siuurrog, Actos Wixprver, British Columbia Jan3$ Gedge & Co, Old Palace yard 
Surrn, Bexsamrw Roser, Liverpool, Mariner Jan 10 Bullen, Liverpool 

Surra, Many, Watford Jan %i Wild & Wild, Lawrence lane 

Surru, Waurer, Edgware rd, Corn Merchant Dec3i Ward, New inn 
Sourneats, Josern Jounson, Chiswick Jan 15 Simpson & Co, Moorgate st 
Sowpen, James, Leeds, Farmer Dec31 E & H Wilson, Leeds 

Tuomas, Peancy Wii.iaMs, Kensington, Stockbroker Jan 15 ‘Wootton & Son, Finsbury 
a. ae Jan 31 Saxton & Son, Queen Victoria st 

Woopns, Rovzert, Woodbridge Jan 9 Welton, Woodbridge 

Woraart, Epuunp, Birmingham, Bookbinder Jan 10 Lane & Clutterbuck, Birmingham 


Pane, Ween Grant, Leicester, Shopkeeper Dee 14 at 3 


n¥, Halifax; Butcher Dec 19 at 11 
Leicester, Builder Dec 14 at 12.30 Off 
Dee 17 at 3,30 North 





i 





Trent 
ne We oeuan Ganterbury Dec 14 at 
eumen eat ate few London st, Merchants 
Jan 11 at 11 Carey st 
a Je, Be Wati2 120, High- 
suoee, W , Vi Collier Dec 17 at 
mk ees 
Dee 14 
eur NS i sy 
Sens, ames, 5 iaten, Cyey ane 
Doanaeee, arcane Dec 14 


Hansen 
Off Reo, St James's chmbrs, Derby 
Vengo, © Somes Rosssr ee mh Saree 


omen] Parace 3 Fruit Saas a Dec 14 


atil Oi eo, 2, Park row, 
Wa Pork Butcher Dec 19 
at 10’ Off es, Wolverhampton 


——s yey ne Yorks, Labourer Dec 17 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
A.iwoop, Joun Brows, Leeds, General Contractor Leeds 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 
Renee, Sa een eee Ulverston Pet Dec 4 
a Strand High Court Pet Sept 6 
Bae, Saeed, Laake, Santgge Leeds Pet Dec3 Pet 
Bang, Sophy Cel, See Swindon Pet Dec3 Pe 
wt York Pet Dec 
Bou , Landport, Merchant Portsmouth 
Peter. Ord Dec 1 _ 
a en West Bromwich {Pet Dec 


4 Ord 
Cunistiz, Atexanper, Thornton le Clay, Brewer Scar- 


Co Lt LA, | 
MBEN 
Pet'Nov26 Ord Deo 8 : 
Faspesicx Jonx Curverrox, Derby, Timber Mer- 
.n Pet Dec4 Ord Deo 5 peaprrsy 
Pe Od Deo 3° Bhokayer “eats 


D one Solicitor High Court Pet Oct 
9 Ord Dec 3 * 





Moos, Huan Wiuiam, Seaford Lewes Pet Novl5 Ord 





Deo 5 
meats, ee Ne ee 
weet, Pet Ort eh ct 

Ret une oe 









fe 


EA 


oil 
¥ 


oe 
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Oupnam, Tuomas Atexaxpern Hitiprep, Louth, Tailor 
P | — Hows Woollt, Cogtain Bury St Ed 
AGE, up Homer, jury - 
munds Pet Dec 5 Od Be’ 
Peatz, ol ew Fell, Licensed Victualler 
Walsall Dec 3 Ord Dec 
Prave Joux, Waleall, Licensed Victualler Walsall Pet 
Dec3 Ord Dec 4 
Pages, Groncr Hewny, Halifax, Butcher Halifax Pet 
Dec3 Ord Dec 3 
Wiuusam Hevyry, _—. Cab Proprietor 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec 
Sawpers, Jonw Wiiiiam, Gt —_ Builder Gt Grimsby 
Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 4 
Scuvuymer, Wiiierm, New ‘andsworth, Stores Clerk 
andsworth Pet Dec 1 Oed Dec 1 
Cone, Seen, Bradford, Painter Bradford Pet Dec 4 
4 
Tittsy, Agtuur Joux, Gt Grimsby, Confectioner Gt 
T Hee a ‘Kilbus pe Goll Manager Derb 
‘OMLINSON, mpone, 5 urne, r rby 
Pet Dec 3 Ord Lee 8 oad 
ee we Fy my Rochdale, Bootmaker Rochdale Pet 
Waruoven, Joux, Hibaldstow, Builder Gt Grimsby Pet 
Dec4 Ord Dec 4 
Warre, Martix Lvrnuer, Eastbourne, Smith’s 
Eastbourne Pet Oct 26 Ord Dec 4 
Wisscouss, Joun Cave, Stroud Gloucester Pet Dee 5 


Ord Dee 
Woop, Hanry, Portsea, Outfitter Portsmouth Pet Nov 
23 Ord Dec 4 


Picky 


Manager 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Dec. 11. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Bauarv, Grorcz, Egerton, Kent, Grocer 
Pet Dec 7 Ord Dec 7 
Barry, Sore Radcliffe on Tet, Contractor 
ham Pet Nov: 21 Ord Dec 
Birryes. Pets AM, Manchester, Tobacconist Manchester 


‘ov 21 
Bracurorp, Hexry, Bournemouth, Builder Poole Pet 
Dec7 Ord Dec 


7 
Boyzs, Scantn Wiisox, Ludgate hill, Clerk High Court 
Pet Dec 7 Ord Dec 7 
~~ James Ouiver, Brixton, Clerk High Court 
6 
Browyx, Wi114m, Stockport, Plumber Stockport Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Dec 7 
Bayayt, Cuantes Atrrep, Southsea, Greengrocer Ports- 
mouth Pet Dec6é Ord Dec 6 
Comp, Sona Beu1, Liverpool, Notary Liverpool Pet 
Oct 26 Ord Dec 5 
Davey, Wiurrep, Newton Abbot, Devonshire, Outfitter 
Exeter Pet Decé Ord Dec6 
Dopson, Wauter Wit11am, Russell sq, Art Dealer High 
Court Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 7 
Dorr te Covent Grdn, Publican High Court Pet 
Dec 7 
Fixx, Joun Dawizt Henny, Walworth rd, Corn Merchant 
Court Dec 8 


Pet DecS Ord 
Foxz, Win, § onisbury, Dairyman Dorchester 
enes Ord 


Canterbury 
Notting- 


page, EST Hise, Leeds, Insurance Clerk Leeds 
Gorr. din Newgate st High Court Pet Dec 8 
Ord Dee 8 


Gowgr, Ropert, Bridgend, Colliery Proprietor Cardiff 
21 Ord Dee 5 si 


Pet Nov 21 
a So Burslem, Dyer Hanley Pet Dec 7 
Miuixertor, Joszru, Walthamstow, Printer High Cou rt 
Pet Dec'8 Ord Dec 8 
= Joux, Neath, Grocer Neath Pet Dec 7 Ord 
Siurvestzr, Arntuurn, Worcester, Baker Worcester Pet 
Dec6 Ori Dec 6 
Rivmoven, Jouyx, Burnley, Farm Labourer Burniey 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 
Ropinsox, Joux, Blaydon, Durham, Insurance Agent 
Neweastle on Tyne Pet Dec8 Ord Det 8 
—« apes, Manchester, Farmer Manchester Pet 
7 
Surrn, Franx, Coleford, Butcher Newport,Mon Pet Dec 
: Witees H Conis' Sheffield 
Swirn, Writs Hevyey, isborough, Grocer effi 
8 Bvt How Selby, Casriage Builder York P. 
Wirt, JOSEPR, > i or’ et Dec 8 
Tu Ora 4 pee nouth, pe h Mi 
RNBULL, ARTHUR, ic house Manager 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 
WAL, Fee, Fulham, Clerk High Court Pet 
Ww wong Sy Portsea, Buijd Portsmouth P 
HITE, ERICK, er a et 
w Dec 8 gy Pod, , 
1LL1AMs, Joun, Burry Isonmonger Carmarthen 
Pet Dee8 ‘Ord Dee 8 
Wee anaes F, Brixton _ High Court Pet Oct 25 
Warxcnu, Grorcz, Peckham, Box Maker High Court Pet 
Nov 29 Ord Dec 8 


th rin sre cee at get ah 
a. 
The SeRemsinn conented nation ks exlesltieiied fos for } that pub- 
is eee a ) ee ‘Agent Man- 


Botton, Witiam, and Srepusx Lona, Hollingbourne, 
Farmers Dec 21 at 11.15 Off Rec, Week st, Maid- 


stone 
Bonp, Sous, Be Swindon, Butcher Dec 19 at 12 Henry C 
Tom oang, OS Ree, 32, st, Swindon 
TMOTHY, tsa, unk, Yorks, Draper Dec 19 at 


ee hen 8 ht 

Wheel t 

Stafford 

Corr Liege pt Joun CHEVERTON, Dery, Timber Mer- 
chant Dec 19 at 3 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, 

Davey, » han Newton Abbot, Outfitter Dec 20 at 
11.30 The Castle, Exeter 


Davies, Jou, ane ea Dec 20 at 12 Off Rec, 


H,  sgmneed Dec 18 at 11 Bankruptcy 
Eastwei., Atrrep Nicno.as, Wood pc ag Builder Dec 

19 at 12 bea Rec, 95, wae brs, Temple avenue 
a, Joun, Pi at12 2, 


a oe Peon beat Dealer Dec 18 at 12 
Cao Naturalist Dec 19 at 

Hawowrm, p Teel Nikoleodt De plate Worker Dee 20 at 1 
cuanp, Goytrey, Th Noman Dec2ati Off 
4; Norfolk "Jan'9 at 10 Court 
h, — Dec 19at3 Off 
Bristol, Builder alder ‘Dec 19 at 12.90 Off Rec, 


ewpont, I Dec 20 at 
k cham! Newport, 


Mantle Salesman Dec 20 at 
‘des, Carey st 

Leek, Waren Czines Claines, Baker Dec 19 at 10.30 Off Ree, 
45, Co orcester 


st, 
Lewis, ‘bsnas, Clevedon, Coal Dealer Dec 19 at 11.30 
Corn st, Bristol 
L me! mg eo 


yo yt t 
18 at 3.30 len’s chmbrs, a. 
Meap, ut 3.50 | Opden's oh ae Victualler Dec 
at 11.30 24 ies on. London 
Meramay, G H, K » Keane 8q, pte 
12 Carey 
Moa.ey, Susanna pet made 
18 at 12 Off Ree, 48, High st, 


Pattison, AL. Riviey, Farmer Dec 

19at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 

Pearce, THomas Feces, yoy on Tees, 
Jan 9at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 


aay x: and CHARLES gone Jurrenys, Birming- 
Tailors Dec 19 at 11 23, Colmore row, Birming- 


Peacsiens ae Le Tobacconist 

Rosex, Louis, Diamond Merchant Dec 19 at 

Row, Jouw CHARLe — iy Pilot Jan 3 at 11.30 
Off Rec, High st, Rochester 


Sacar, Jonun Wii11am, f, Dente Painter Dec 2 at 3 
Exchange Hotel, Nicholas jurnley 


Dav 18, 
bl 


Gueem ion Ree. he © 


Hew ett, 
H — gi Sedgeford, 
IPKIN, JAMES, 
House, King’s ] 
Horton, JAMES, 
Joumees Canis 8, Bristol, 


JONES, es, Coon E 
1. ad 


wore, 


KrvoatD, ¥ ba ere nt 
ll nkruptcy 


meen 
Dec 


turer Dec 20 at 1 

Surrn, Frank, egg be Butcher at 1.15 on Rec, 
Gloucester Bank chmbrs, N 

Srzeiz, Tuomas, Bradfi Painter Dec 19 at 11 Off 

row, 

Swirt, Josers, Selby, Carriage Builder Dec 21 at 12.45 
off Ree, York 

Toros, Wit11am, Epwix Patsy, and we Watton, 
— Coachbuilders Dec 18 11 Townhall, 


SKINNER, JOSEPH aerate Cubitt Soom Wool -~ ore 


Roch: 
Vem, Soe Buictanp > see, Digeahenl, Mecier Mariner 


os Soe, Se arte as at 


Waxes, onsiee Henry, Ni 
11 Off Reo, St Peters Charch walk N 
Wat, Cuartes Jos, , Builder Dec 18 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Bosca’ 
er Dec 18 at2.30 2, Offa 
Dec 21 at 


Watt, in iochuel Kingstone, 

Want LERS, Joun Baztow, Eccleshall, Miller 
es | Wright & Westhead, ‘St Martin’s place, 

Wixixs, Eayest Tomas, ye, lane, Law Clerk 
Dec 19 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bi st 

Wixscomas, Jony Cavs, Stroud £18 at 2.90 Off Reo, 
15, King st, Gieaeiee 

Younc, Tuomas Ropewr Witeox, Leyton Dec 19 at 12 
Bankruptcy Carey st 

The following sonended nation fe gy oy for that pub- 


in the London Dec. 4:— 
M be Hewry, Clerk in Holy 
“Orders ‘Dec 13 at 11 Queen's Hotel, Reading 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Ancizs, J Akraun aia, oni, » Valuer High Court 
Bactandy Ooms ae Kent, Grocer Canterbury 
re... Me oe , Tubecconist Manchester 

Pet Nov2i Ord Dec 8 
Baztt, Rayuonp Witmor, Aldersgate High Court Pet 
B an 4 ag Solicitor Ashton under Lyne 

, Huex 

nore Ganeal “Ona Dent 

Bryant, CHARLES Aron, Govihass, Greengrocer Ports- 
th Pet Dec 


mou' 
Cize¢, Joux; Whitworth, Rochdale Pet Decl 
Ord Dee 6 





Coox, Joux Wirisam, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet Oct 
29 Ord Oct 29 





Dec. 15, 1894.1 
Davison, Joun, Bayswater, Milliner High Court Pet 
20 Ord Dec 7 ; 
Joux Danret Heyxzy, Walworth rd, Corn 
Court PetDecs Ord Dec 8 ; 
Fowg, tes pemeete bury, Dairyman Dorchester B : 
Hawoock, Jessz, Whalley Range, lronmonger Salford § 
Oct 22 Ord Dec 6 
——— hyo - apapapamge Milliner Notting 
Henoizer, Water kd Newent, Farmer Glouc 
Dec 5 Ord Dec ; 
og, © Dy Montpelier sq High Court Pet Oct 
Hirxim, James, Sedgeford, Norfolk King’s Lynn 
Nov 29 Ord Dec5 : 
Hoapiey, James, Ticehurst, Farmer Tunbridge Wi 
Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec 
sae ee Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet Dec 56 @ 
Jongs, Gzornce Winter, Newport, Ironmonger Ne 
Mon Nov 24 Ord Dec 8 
Kirxsam, Epwarp, Burslem, Dyer Hanley Pet D 
Ord Dee 7 
Merepiru, Harry, Wolverhampton, Licensed Vii 
Wolverhampton Pet Decl 0: ; 
Mi.iineton, Josern, Walthamstow, Printer High Co 
Pet Dec 8 8 
Pze., E, St James’s High Court PetJuly26 Ord D 
Pages, Joux, Neath, Grocer Neath Pet Dec7 @ 
Ripisoven, Jouy, Burnley, Farm Labourer Burnley 
Dec6 Ord Dec 7 
Rosinson, Francis, Manchester, Farmer Manchester 
Dec? Ord Dec7 
Sitvesrer, Agrnur, Worcester, Baker Worcester 
Dec6 Ord Dec 6 ; 
Skinner, JOseru sme, oom Town, Wool Manufas 
turer Court Nov 10 Ord Dec7 } 
Surra, Cuarves, Walhems Green, Coal Merchant 
Pet Nov17 Ord Dec 7 


Smirn, Frank, Coleford, Butcher Newport, Mon 
8 Def Ord Dest tase B la fo Pet 
WIFT, JOSEPH x i uilder Yor Dec 
Ord Dec 8° ' 
Targes, 2 Jxssz, St 2 aatiate, Bootmaker 
Oct 18 Ord Dec 


Toyxes, Wi1i1an, ee Pavey, and Bensamty Watrol 
Coachbuilders Rochdale Pet Nov 20 


Dec 6 
Twemiow, Joszpu, Wrexham, Licensed Victualler Wi 
Wautes, Guanes Hirnr, Notting ham, G: N : 
ALKER, Cuantes Henny rocer Notting 
nee Series Staeaee Cyete geet 
WARD. le n 
‘ov 15 Ord Dec 6 j 
Watt, Cuanres Jos, Bodmin, Builder Truro Pet Deo 
Ord Dec 6 ; 
wae 5 ~~ puede tem: Clerk High Court PetD 
Want, ae ge fe panateiny Ribbon Merchant Luton 
Wane FReperice * portecs, Builder Portsmouth 
Dec 8 Ord Dee'8 


bate we Bow, Law Clerk High Cc 
The felling amended won eetitatd for that p 
e in the London Gazette A of the 23rd Nov. :— 
RIFFITHS, be deny uarryman Bangor 
Novi9 Ord Nov 19 


Wrexham 


Wax 








Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Pa 
age, 52e. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrap 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxiorrors’ JouRy. 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bo 
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